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Executive Summary 
 
Applied Science Associates, Inc (ASA) and its team have completed Phase II of a 
study evaluating the feasibility of developing a wind energy project for the nine 
communities that comprise the East Bay Energy Consortium (EBEC). The Phase I 
Siting Study evaluated all of the municipally owned lots of the nine communities, for 
the suitability of siting one or more wind turbine generators (WTGs). This was 
carried out through a screening process described in detail in the Phase I report 
(ASA, 2010).  The result of Phase I was the identification of a municipally owned 
area potentially large enough to site enough WTGs to take advantage of the majority 
of the 3.5 MW nameplate capacity of net-metering available to each of the nine 
municipalities of the EBEC under present RI General Laws.  
Subsequent to the Phase I preliminary wind energy feasibility and siting study EBEC 
contracted again with ASA to perform a Phase II study with the scope of performing 
a detailed feasibility study of developing a project at the Tiverton site, identified in 
Phase I.  The detailed study evaluated the project size and layout options, siting 
considerations, procurement and development considerations, ownership structures, 
financing opportunities, and legislation considerations. The results are presented as 
four different options for EBEC to act as owner, developer and operator, evaluating 
the associated development cost and potential revenue streams as well as a fifth 
option of a third party developer owned and operated project and the associated 
assumed project description and revenue stream. 
The ASA team also includes Loria Emerging Energy Consulting for technical 
direction and project development advice, Rich Gross, PE for electrical 
interconnection analysis, and Sustainable Energy Advantage (SEA) for economic 
analysis and Rhode Island Wind Tech for planning support. This study was carried 
out in close coordination with the EBEC members and other EBEC consultants 
including Chase Ruttenberg and Freedman, LLP for guidance on legal, policy and 
regulatory issues and the Arnold Group for project financing, structure and planning.   
Many factors were taken into consideration when developing the potential project 
configuration options of WTG placement at the Tiverton site; these included 
available area, project installation size goals, WTG selection, zoning, abutters, 
setbacks, sensitive environmental resources, and spacing requirements between 
WTGs.  
The Phase I study concluded that the maximum recommended project size be 30 
MW based on the current legislation that allows each municipality to net meter 3.5 
MW. The 30 MW project size reflects maximizing the project size under this rule 
taking into account that the Town of Portsmouth is already net metering 1.5 MW (9x 
3.5 MW – 1.5 MW = 30 MW).   
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The ASA team consulted many different manufacturers and determined that the 
model most appropriate and available model turbine for this project was a 2.5 MW 
WTG, designed for the lower wind class environment of the Tiverton site.  The 2.5 
MW size WTG was determined to be available from Nordex, Clipper and GE. The 
following table summarizes the turbines evaluated for the project. 
 
Wind 
Turbine 
Capacity Hub Height Rotor Diameter Overall Structure Height 
MW m ft m ft m ft 
2.5 80 262 100 328 130 426.5 
2.5 100 328 100 328 150 492.1 
 
Based on all the siting considerations, two different turbine layout configurations are 
proposed; one achieving the goal of the preferred WTG spacing and the other with 
slightly less than the preferred spacing in order to maximize the sites capacity.  Both 
configurations were evaluated for both wind turbine hub heights, for a total of four 
different project configuration options. 
 20 MW Project – Eight 2.5 MW WTGs on 80 meter towers 
 20 MW Project – Eight 2.5 MW WTGs on 100 meter towers 
 25 MW Project – Ten 2.5 MW WTGs on 80 meter towers 
 25 MW Project – Ten 2.5 MW WTGs on 100 meter towers 
 
At the time of this study there was no on-site wind data available so an alternate 
method for the evaluation of the wind resource was derived, using available data in 
the area and model predicted annual average wind speeds over the study domain. 
The process was used to develop annual characteristics at each proposed WTG site 
utilizing AWS Truewinds average annual wind speed estimates of the spatial 
variation in average annual wind speed at 100m as well as a long term record of 
observed winds at New Bedford Municipal Airport (EWB), located approximately 11 
miles east-northeast of the Tiverton site.  The average annual wind speed varied 
from 6.2 m/s to 6.5 m/s at 80m elevation and from 6.5 m/s to 6.9 m/s at 100 m 
elevation at the Tiverton site. 
Power production estimates were prepared for each WTG at the two different 
candidate hub heights in order to estimate the production associated with each of 
the four different project options.  Production estimates are based on the WTG 
performance characteristics (i.e. power curve) and the expected P50 wind resource.  
The table below summarizes the production estimates for each option; showing that 
the expected net production varies between 41.25 MM kWh to 50.2 MM kWh for the 
20 MW and 25 MW project at 80m hub heights, respectively and from 46.4 MM kWh 
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to 56.4 MM kWh for the 20 MW and 25 MW projects at 100m hub heights, 
respectively.   
 
Option 
# 
WTGs 
Installed 
Capacity 
Installed 
Annual 
Capacity 
Hub 
Height 
Total 
Gross 
Production Losses 
Total Net 
Production 
Gross 
CF Net CF 
    MW kWh m kWh % kWh     
1 8 20 175,200,000 80 49,699,000 17 41,250,000 0.284 0.235 
2 10 25 219,000,000 80 62,749,000 20 50,199,000 0.287 0.229 
3 8 20 175,200,000 100 55,910,000 17 46,405,000 0.319 0.265 
4 10 25 219,000,000 100 70,472,000 20 56,377,000 0.322 0.257 
 
The proposed electrical interconnection of the project is to the nearby 115 kV 
transmission circuits that supply the National Grid substation on Fish Road in 
Tiverton. The expected interconnection substation is located within approximately 
1.5 miles of the WTGs. The project is proposed to be interconnected to the existing 
115 kV transmission system via a new 115 kV – 34.5 kV interconnection substation.  
This will require obtaining the right to develop land that is nearby or adjacent to the 
existing 115 kV transmission corridor in Tiverton.  
The WTGs will be connected to the interconnection substation by a new 34.5 kV 
express circuit.  The 34.5 kV express circuit will be a three phase, overhead circuit 
that is proposed to be routed along public ways from the project site to the 
interconnection substation.  The 34.5 kV express circuit on public ways will be 
owned and operated by National Grid (but paid for by the Project).   The final 
configuration of the interconnection substation will be determined by National Grid 
as part of their interconnection study process. 
Project cost estimates were developed based on vendor budgetary quotations and 
other similar projects. All pricing is provided in 2010 dollars.  All project 
configurations are based on the use of a 2.5 MW WTG.  Budgetary price estimates 
were provided by Nordex USA, Inc and Clipper Wind Turbine.  Nordex provided 
pricing for the 2.5 MW turbine on 80 m tower and on a 100 m tower; Clipper 
currently only offers the 2.5 MW turbine on a 80 m tower. Average pricing was used 
for the 80 m tower projects and Nordex pricing was used for the 100 m tower 
projects. The electrical interconnect cost estimates were developed for the off-site 
115 kV interconnection substation, 34.5 kV express circuit to the project site and the 
on-site electrical interconnection equipment. 
 
Capacity/Hub Height 20 MW/80 m 20 MW/100 m 25 MW/80 m 25 MW/100 m 
Total Project Cost  $    49,784,000   $   51,327,000   $   60,733,000   $   62,678,000 
Total Project Cost, $/kW  $             2,490   $            2,570   $            2,430   $            2,510 
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A feasibility level operation and maintenance (O&M) cost estimate was prepared for 
each configuration based on information provided by the WTG vendors and other 
projects with which we are familiar. The cost of the warranty/or and the O&M Service 
contract is based on budgetary pricing provided by Nordex and Clipper. 
An economic analysis was conducted to evaluate the economic viability of the four 
projects, The analysis provides an evaluation of two ownership options: 1) 
development and ownership by the EBEC, and 2) development and ownership by a 
private-sector third-party. The first option was an EBEC owned 20 MW project with 
eight 2.5 MW WTG’s on 80 m towers. In addition, Option 1 also assumed that EBEC 
would finance 100% of the project with tax-free debt at 4.5%.  The analysis assumed 
a useful life of 20 years, although there is a reasonable probability that the turbines 
will operate for longer.   
Option 1 offers a forecasted net present value (NPV) of $22.9 million (using a 5% 
discount rate).  The three additional options, described above, were also evaluated.  
A fifth option examines a private sector ownership option, in which a third-party 
would own the project and make royalty payments to EBEC for the project life.  This 
option has an expected NPV of $2.9 million.   
 
Project Summary: Option 1 Assumptions & Results 
Total Project Capacity (kW) 20 MW 
Total Project Cost ($; $/kWh) $53.9M ($2,699/kW) 
Net Annual Production (MWh; CF) 41,172 (23.5%) 
Debt to Total Capital (%) 100% 
Levelized Net Metering Credit (¢/kWh) 14.9 ¢/kWh 
Levelized REC Price (¢/kWh) 2.5 ¢/kWh 
Net Present Value (@10%) $22.9 M 
   
This analysis assumes a project in-service date of January 1, 2012 and a 20-year 
operating life, and that the project would be eligible to net meter, if owned by EBEC.  
Option 1 results above assume that no grant funding is explicitly available for a 
project of this size, although EBEC may be able to negotiate such a grant.   
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Overall, the five modeled options are summarized as follows:  
 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 
Project Owner EBEC EBEC EBEC EBEC 
Third-
Party 
Total Capacity (MW) 20 20 25 25 20 
Hub Height (m) 80 100 80 100 80 
Total Cost ($ mil) ($53) ($55) ($65) ($68) ($53) 
Total NPV ($ mil) $22.9 $32.7 $27.4 $38.7 $2.9 
 
The economic viability of all options in this feasibility analysis relies heavily on the 
project’s eligibility to take advantage of net metering, the wind resource meeting or 
exceeding its expected long-term average value, and ultimate project cost and 
operating expenses which are less than or equal to the values assumed in this 
analysis.  The current low pricing in natural gas futures – which are near their lowest 
point in the last three years – may provide some upside opportunity to EBEC should 
energy prices (and associated net metering credits) increase significantly over time.  
EBEC should review the sensitivity analyses provided in this report, and all reports 
that comprise this feasibility analysis, and rely on its own risk preferences in 
determining whether to proceed with a wind turbine project in Tiverton.   
 
EBEC should take into account that owning and operating a WTG facility is a 
complicated operation and there are significant risks in developing any project of this 
magnitude. Securing the necessary funding in a timely manner can be particularly 
challenging for municipal groups. At the same time, the potential benefits of this 
project are significant and offer the participating municipalities a unique opportunity 
to generate funds for their communities in a progressive and environmentally 
conscious manner.  
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1. Introduction 
Applied Science Associates (ASA) has been retained by the East Bay Energy 
Consortium (EBEC) to perform a study with the objective of determining the 
feasibility of erecting a regional wind energy system within the east bay of Rhode 
Island of the same scale that would approximately offset the combined load of the 
nine municipalities that comprise the EBEC. The Applied Science Associates (ASA) 
team has previously performed preliminary wind energy development feasibility and 
siting study (ASA 2010). The Phase I study screened all municipally owned and 
select privately owned lands within the nine EBEC communities.  The study first 
determined which sites were feasible for wind energy projects based on a set of 
minimum criteria (wind resource, available area, etc.) and then ranked the sites as 
individuals based on their potential for revenue.  Furthermore the sites were then 
evaluated for the potential to be developed in conjunction with neighboring or sites in 
close proximity in order to maximize the economic potential of a project through 
economies of scale.  The final conclusion of the study was that the set of parcels in 
Tiverton, some owned by the Town of Tiverton and others owned by Tiverton Fire 
Districts, hereafter grouped, and referred to as the Tiverton site, appear to have the 
greatest potential for development based on available area, wind speed and 
electrical interconnection logistics.  Figure 1-1 illustrates a map of the EBEC 
municipalities and Figure 1-2 illustrates the location and extent of the Tiverton site.  
The Phase I study also concluded that the maximum recommended project size be 
30 MW based on the current legislation that allows each municipality to net meter 
3.5 MW.  The existing net metering legislation allows qualified net metered facilities 
to receive compensation from the utility, National Grid, at a rate equivalent to the 
applicable rate standard (energy, transmission and distribution credit only) at the 
facility site.  While the original net metering legislation was intended for use to 
directly offset charges, the flexibility within the legislation allows facility owners to 
receive revenue for all generation, and the generation does not need to be sized or 
timed to coincide with the facility owners load.  
Subsequent to the Phase I preliminary wind energy feasibility and siting study EBEC 
contracted again with ASA to perform a Phase II study with the scope of performing 
a detailed feasibility study of developing a project at the Tiverton site.  The detailed 
study, presented herein, evaluated the project size and layout options, siting 
considerations, procurement and development considerations, ownership structures, 
financing opportunities, and legislation considerations. The results are presented as 
four different options for EBEC to act as owner, developer and operator, evaluating 
the associated development cost and potential revenue streams as well as a third 
party developer owned and operated project and the associated assumed project 
description and revenue stream.    
This report documents the Phase II, detailed feasibility study. A detailed description 
of the project site and further description of the development of the proposed siting 
configurations is provided in Section 2, a technical assessment of the project and the 
site in Section 3, an overview of the electrical interconnection considerations in 
Section 4, environmental and permitting considerations in Section 5, the 
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development of project costs in Section 6, a review of potential project financing 
options/considerations and development of the options for evaluation in Section 7, 
an economic analysis  of each option in Section 8 and conclusions of the study in 
Section 9.   
  
 
Figure 1-1 Illustration of EBEC Municipalities 
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Figure 1-2 Illustration Tiverton Site 
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2. Project Site Description and Turbine Siting 
 
2.1.    Site Description 
The Tiverton site is approximately 494 acres and is comprised of Town of Tiverton 
parcels (4 parcels totaling 190 acres, collectively known as the Tiverton Industrial 
Park) as well as both Stonebridge Fire District (6 parcels totaling 165 acres) and 
North Tiverton Fire District Parcels (3 parcels totaling 139 acres).   The collection of 
sites are not entirely contiguous; parcels between the Town of Tiverton parcels and 
North Tiverton Fire District parcels are privately owned, as are the parcels between 
the Town of Tiverton parcels and Stonebridge Fire District parcels.  Figure 2-1 
illustrates the parcels by owner.  The Tiverton site is mainly undeveloped forest land 
with an access road in the middle of the Tiverton owned parcels, originally 
developed with the forethought of the site being used as an Industrial Park, but also 
currently used as access the Tiverton Power Company’s gas fired plant just east of 
the Industrial Park lots.  The Tiverton Site Fire District parcels are also undeveloped 
forest land, some abutting Stafford Pond, part of the Towns water supply.  
 
 
Figure 2-1 Illustration of Tiverton Site Parcel Ownership 
Town of Tiverton 
Stonebridge Fire District 
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2.2.    Project Definition Development 
There are many factors taken into consideration in developing wind energy project 
turbine sitting configurations.  The needs of the project are considered in comparison 
with siting considerations.   
 
2.2.1.    Project Size 
The available area and the goal for project installation size are fundamental items to 
consider when determining the siting configurations for the project.  The Phase I 
study concluded that the maximum recommended project size be 30 MW based on 
the current legislation that allows each municipality to net meter 3.5 MW. The 30 
MW project size reflects maximizing this rule taking into account that the Town of 
Portsmouth is already net metering 1.5 MW (9 x 3.5 MW – 1.5 MW = 30 MW).   
 
2.2.2.    Wind Turbine Selection 
The selection of the WTG to be used for the project was critical in developing the 
siting options in that it not only defines the project’s potential for power production, 
but also drives the required setbacks and spacing and ultimately the feasible project 
installation size; it should be noted that physical setbacks required are not yet 
codified by the Town of Tiverton and were assumed based on similar projects.   
WTG model selection was based on product performance and availability.  The goal 
was to obtain the highest output per installation cost, or in other words the lowest 
$/kW installed, as well as choosing  a unit installation size that will facilitate reaching, 
or coming close to, the installation goal.  In general for a given installation size it is 
more economical to develop with fewer high capacity units (10 x 3 MW = 30 MW) 
rather than more lower capacity units (30 x 1 MW = 30 MW), and therefore it was 
concluded that the project should use the largest capacity utility scale units 
available.  There are a range of utility scale models available, from approximately 1 
MW to 3 MW from a number of different manufactures. Many manufacturers 
however, require large product orders or the presence of other installations of their 
products in the area before being willing to consider smaller projects. This is due to 
the high demand for their products as well as the cost associated with the 
manufacturer provided warranties and operation and maintenance (O & M) in the 
first few years of operation.   
 
The ASA team consulted many different manufacturers and determined that the 
model most appropriate and available for this project was a 2.5 MW WTG, designed 
for the lower wind class environment of the Tiverton site.  The 2.5 MW size WTG 
was determined to be available from Nordex, Clipper and potentially GE.  The 
physical size of the 2.5 MW WTG is roughly the same between vendors, and is 
available at either an 80 m or 100 m hub height with a 100 m rotor diameter.  The 
hub height is roughly equivalent to the top of the tower, and is the point at which the 
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rotor blades attach. The overall structure height is equal to hub height plus half the 
rotor diameter.  Table 2-1 summarizes the dimensions of the two candidate WTGs.   
 
Table 2-1  Candidate WTG Dimension Summary 
Wind Turbine Capacity  Hub Height  Rotor Diameter  Overall Structure Height 
MW  m  ft  m  ft  m  ft 
2.5  80  262  100  328  130  426.5 
2.5  100  328  100  328  150  492.1 
 
 
2.2.3.    WTG Spacing 
WTGs require adequate spacing between each other to avoid turbulence issues and 
minimize wake losses which equate to production losses.  The general rule of thumb 
is that a minimum of seven rotor diameters are required in the predominant wind 
direction and a minimum of three rotor diameters are required in the direction 
perpendicular to the predominant wind direction.  Based on the wind resource 
analysis, which is documented in Section 3.1, the predominant winds, and in 
particular strong winds come from direction varying between the southwest and 
northwest.  Using the orientation of the parcels as a guide, the goal was to site the 
WTGs in a west to east by north to south orientation, with a preferred spacing in the 
west to east direction of approximately seven rotor diameters (7 x 100 m = 700 m) 
and a preferred spacing in the north to south orientation of approximately three rotor 
diameters (3 x 100 m = 300 m).   
 
 
2.3.    Siting Considerations 
Many factors were taken into consideration when developing the configuration 
options for WTGs at the Tiverton site; these included zoning, setbacks, sensitive 
environmental resources, and spacing requirements for WTGs. The latter 
consideration is necessary to maximize production efficiency and alleviate 
turbulence issues due to placing WTGs within close proximity of each other.  The 
following sections describe these considerations. 
 
2.3.1.    Zoning 
The Tiverton site parcels are a combination of zoned Industrial (I), Highway 
Commercial (HC), and Residential (R##) as shown in Figure 2-2 along with parcel 
numbers.  The town of Tiverton is currently developing a wind energy ordinance that 
has been assumed will allow wind turbines in all zones through the special use 
permit process.  As mentioned above the Tiverton Site is not a contiguous set of 
parcels.  There are parcels sandwiched between Tiverton lots as well as abutting 
parcels that belong to private owners.  Figure 2-3  illustrates the attributes of some 
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of the abutting and neighboring properties.  The parcels to the north and east are 
zoned industrial or commercial.  Higher sensitivity is usually given to residential 
zones/uses; this project abuts developed residential lots to the south and there are 
nearby parcels to the west zoned residential.  Development activities should further 
investigate the potential impacts to abutters.   
 
 
 
Figure 2-2 Illustration of Zoning  
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Figure 2-3 Illustration of select abutters or nearby properties  
 
 
2.3.2.    Wetlands 
Any development that proposes to alter wetlands requires a permit from the 
appropriate regulatory agency, which in this case would be the Rhode Island 
Department of Environmental Management (RIDEM) as the wetlands onsite are 
inland freshwater wetlands.  The Rhode Island Geographic Information System 
(RIGIS) database includes the geospatial delineation of wetlands in the state which 
was developed based on digitizing aerial photography and classified by wetland 
type.  Figure 2-4 illustrates the siting considerations and includes this delineation of 
wetlands.  The RIGIS layer is intended to be used as a planning tool; however the 
presence or lack of wetlands on site must be determined either by a certified 
wetlands biologist or a RIDEM representative.  One goal of the preliminary siting 
was to avoid WTG placement in wetlands, which at a minimum ensures that 
placement alone will not impact wetlands; however some roads and interconnection 
infrastructure may be required in wetland areas.  Assuming the RIGIS layer is a 
reasonable representation of the wetlands onsite it is conceivable that all the 
development associated with this project could be done in a manner that minimizes 
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impact to wetlands and that obtaining a wetlands permit for the project will be 
feasible.   
 
2.3.3.    Rare Species/Natural Heritage Areas 
The RIGIS data set includes a delineation of natural heritage areas (formerly titled 
rare species) which maps the estimated location and extent of known rare and 
noteworthy natural communities.  This data set was developed by RIDEM in 
coordination with The Nature Conservancy Natural Heritage Program and is 
intended to provide only an indication of such areas and is noted to have fuzzy 
boundaries which should be further investigated.  There is no regulatory action 
associated with development in these areas however it is recommended that if a 
project were to impact these areas that further site investigation be performed.  This 
layer was evaluated to determine if there were any natural heritage areas present at 
or in close proximity to the Tiverton site.   Figure 2-4 included this data and it can be 
seen in this figure there are no known natural heritage areas on site.   
 
2.3.4.    Surface Water Protection Area/Watershed Protection Overlay District 
The RIGIS data set includes a delineation of surface water protection areas which 
includes those associated with Stafford Pond which abuts multiple Tiverton site 
parcels.  The Tiverton code of Ordinances dictates the allowed and prohibited uses 
within surface water protection areas, which they refer to as Watershed Protection 
Overlay Districts.  Any proposed development within these areas is evaluated 
through the special use permit application with respect to compliance of allowed and 
prohibited activities in these areas.  The introduction of impervious surfaces 
associated with development within these areas should be minimized however such 
activities are not prohibited.  Figure 2-4 includes the delineation of the surface water 
protection area, and as can be seen there is some overlap on the Tiverton Site.  
Placement of WTGs outside of this area is preferable and placement within the area 
was avoided where possible; however, due to the required spacing between WTGs 
for efficiency and turbulence concerns it was not avoided completely.   
 
2.3.5.    Physical Setbacks from Property Boundaries 
The Town of Tiverton is developing a wind ordinance which will likely address 
physical setback requirements, however it does not currently have a codified 
ordinance.  Therefore the assumed required physical setbacks were based on those 
seen for similar projects which require that wind turbines be set back a distance 
equal to the overall structure height, thus ensuring that if the WTG foundation was to 
ever uplift causing the structure to tip that it would remain inside the property 
boundaries.  Furthermore in most cases a physical setback of the structure overall 
height is also a good approximation for an appropriate minimum noise setback.  
Figure 2-4 illustrates the approximate buffer zones associated with the two 
candidate WTGs; turbine placement will have to be within the interior of these buffer 
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zones in order to achieve to achieve the assumed minimum physical setback 
requirement.   
 
 
 
Figure 2-4 Illustration of Siting Considerations at Tiverton Site 
 
2.4.    Proposed Siting Configurations 
Based on all the siting considerations, two different siting configurations are 
proposed; one achieving the goal of the preferred WTG spacing and the other with 
slightly less than the preferred spacing in order to increase installed capacity.  It was 
also decided that both configurations should be evaluated for both candidate wind 
turbine hub heights, for a total of four different unique project options, which are: 
1- (8) 2.5 MW wind turbines at an 80m hub height; total installed capacity 20 MW 
2- (8) 2.5 MW wind turbines at a 100m hub height; total installed capacity 20 MW 
3 - (10) 2.5 MW wind turbines at an 80m hub height; total installed capacity 25 MW 
4 - (10) 2.5 MW wind turbines at a 100m hub height; total installed capacity 25 MW 
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Figure 2-5 and Figure 2-6 illustrate the proposed WTG placement at the Tiverton site 
for the 20 MW and 25 MW projects respectively; also shown in these figures are the 
siting considerations including the fall zone for the two different candidate WTG hub 
heights.  The WTG fall zone is defined by a circular area surrounding the base of the 
turbine tower, with a radius equal to the maximum height of the WTG system with a 
rotor blade pointing straight up, i.e. any area that the WTG might hit if it were to fall 
over.  The fall zone is often described by the hub height for comparison purposes 
because as in this case, the rotor diameter remains common to both the 80 m and 
the 100 m tower height systems as the hub height varies, so the total system height 
is a function of the variable hub height (Fall Zone Radius = hub height + ½ rotor 
diameter). The implications of the fall zone will be discussed further in the permitting 
section below. 
 
 
Figure 2-5 Illustration of an 8 WTG, 20 MW project proposed siting 
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Figure 2-6 Illustration of a 10 WTG, 25 MW project proposed siting 
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3. Technical Assessment 
 
3.1.    Wind Resource Analysis 
A wind resource analysis was performed to determine the characteristics of the wind 
at the Tiverton site, where the feature of particular interest is the frequency 
distribution of different wind speeds and direction on an annual basis as well as the 
variation in annual wind resource spatially across the site.  At the time of this study 
there was no on-site wind data available so an alternate method for the evaluation of 
the wind resource was derived, using available data in the area and model predicted 
annual average wind speeds over the study domain. 
 
The process for developing the annual characteristics at each proposed WTG site 
utilized AWS Truewinds model predicted average annual wind speeds to determine 
the spatial variation in average annual wind speed at 100 m. In addition, a long term 
record of observed winds at New Bedford Municipal Airport (EWB), located 
approximately 11 miles east-northeast of the Tiverton site as shown in Figure 3-1, 
was also utilized.  There are two major steps to the process; the first is to project the 
observations recorded at EWB from their observed height of 10 m to the desired 
height (WTG hub height) using the wind shear formula shown below in Equation 1, 
and the second step is to scale this record by the ratio of average annual wind 
speeds at EWB to each proposed WTG site.  This process was carried out for each 
proposed WTG site at heights of 80 m and 100 m which reflect the candidate WTG 
hub heights. The wind resource at WTG hub height is pertinent as this is the point at 
which production is estimated (half the rotor is above and half below this point) 
based on the WTG power curve.   
 
                            Equation 1 
 
 
Figure 3-2 shows the wind rose of the observed EWB data record, where the 
annular rings represent different percentages of time over the year and the color 
represents the magnitude of the wind speed occurring during that percentage of 
time, all plotted on a compass rose to represent these speeds and percentages for 
the 16 directions of the compass (N, NNE, NE, ENE, E, ect).    
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Table 3-1 summarizes the AWS average annual wind speed predictions at both 80 
m and 100 m for both EWB and the (10) different proposed WTG sites; note that 
while there are some differences in the exact location of the (8) turbine siting and the 
(10) turbine siting, the differences in average annual windspeeds at the eight similar 
WTG locations between the two siting options is negligible.  The difference between 
the estimated wind speeds at 80 and 100 m however is significant, ranging between 
0.3 and 0.5 m/s. While the numbers do not appear large, the power production of 
WTG is proportional to the cube of the wind speed resulting in significant numbers 
on an annual basis as will be seen below. 
 
The result of this two step process is an estimated long term record of wind speed at 
each WTG site at both candidate WTG hub heights.  Each of these records was 
further evaluated to determine the P50 wind record at each site and height, where 
P50 is the probabilistic annual wind record which will be exceeded 50 percent of the 
time.  P50 wind and corresponding production estimates are commonly used to 
determine the representative average annual wind distribution for the purposes of 
evaluating the production over the life of a wind energy project.   
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Figure 3-1 Illustration of Long Term Wind Data Site (EWB) and Tiverton Site Average 
Annual Wind Speeds at 100 m as predicted by AWS Truewind models  
 
 
Figure 3-2 Wind Rose of Observed EWB data at 10 m 
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Table 3-1  Summary of Average Annual Wind Speeds at 80 m and 100 m  
Elevation 80 m  100 m 
EWB  6.2 6.5
 WTG 1  6.2 6.6
 WTG 2  6.2 6.6
 WTG 3  6.4 6.7
 WTG 4  6.5 6.8
 WTG 5  6.2 6.6
 WTG 6  6.3 6.8
 WTG 7  6.5 6.9
 WTG 8  6.4 6.9
 WTG 9  6.5 6.9
 WTG 10  6.5 6.9
 
 
3.2.    Production Estimates 
Power production estimates were made for each WTG at the two different candidate 
hub heights in order to estimate the production associated with each of the four 
different project options.  Production estimates are based on the manufacturer 
specified  performance characteristics (i.e. power curve) and the P50 wind resource.  
Figure 3-3 illustrates the assumed power curve used for this assessment (based on 
Nordex 2.5 MW WTG).  Gross production on an annual basis is the sum of the 
product of number of hours of each wind speed times the power output at that wind 
speed.  The net production accounts for losses in generated power to the grid 
primarily based on turbulence losses, but also accounting for line losses, 
maintenance and other stoppages.  Turbulence losses are minimized by increased 
spacing between turbines and therefore the project options with (8) WTGs have 
assumed a lower percentage of losses than those with (10) WTGs where 
neighboring WTGs will be closer to each other, and therefore have increased 
turbulence.  Table 3-2 summarizes the production summary for each project option 
showing gross and net production as well as capacity factors; capacity factors are 
the ratio of average annual output to installed nameplate capacity.   
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Figure 3-3  WTG Power Curve 
 
Table 3-2  Production Summary for Project Options 
 
Option 
# 
WTGs 
Installed 
Capacity 
Installed 
Annual 
Capacity 
Hub 
Height 
Total Gross 
Production  Losses
Total Net 
Production 
Gross 
CF  Net CF 
      MW  kWh  m  kWh  %  kWh       
1  8  20  175,200,000 80 49,699,000 17 41,250,000  0.284 0.235
2  10  25  219,000,000 80 62,749,000 20 50,199,000  0.287 0.229
3  8  20  175,200,000 100 55,910,000 17 46,405,000  0.319 0.265
4  10  25  219,000,000 100 70,472,000 20 56,377,000  0.322 0.257
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4. Electrical Interconnect 
 
4.1.    Electrical Interconnect 
One of the key technical issues of any wind energy facility development project is 
determining the method and the potential expense of the electrical interconnect to 
the grid.  For either of the proposed project installed capacities, of 20 MW or 25 MW, 
the proposed electrical interconnection of the project is to the nearby 115 kV 
transmission circuits that supply the National Grid substation on Fish Road in 
Tiverton.  This interconnection will be to the existing 115 kV transmission system via 
a new 115 kV – 34.5 kV interconnection substation.  This will require the right to 
develop land that is nearby or adjacent to the existing 115 kV transmission corridor 
in Tiverton.   
The interconnection substation is proposed to be interconnected to one (1) National 
Grid 115 kV circuit via a three phase, radial transmission tap.  It is anticipated that 
the interconnection substation will include a 115 kV dead-end structure, one (1) 115 
kV circuit breaker with associated protective relays and clearing disconnect 
switches, one (1) 115 kV – 34.5 kV power transformer, and 34.5 kV switching 
equipment.  The final configuration of the interconnection substation will be 
determined by National Grid as part of their interconnection study process.   
The interconnection substation is anticipated to be within 1.5 miles of the project 
site.  The WTGs will be connected to the interconnection substation by a new 34.5 
kV express circuit.  The 34.5 kV express circuit will be a three phase, overhead 
circuit that is proposed to be routed along public ways from the project site to the 
interconnection substation.  The 34.5 kV express circuit on public ways will be 
owned and operated by National Grid.  At the project site, the 34.5 kV express circuit 
will be connected to protective interface equipment that includes a gang-operated 
34.5 kV disconnect switch, one (1) 34.5 kV recloser with associated protective 
relays, and a grounding transformer.  The protective interface equipment will be 
connected to two (2), 34.5 kV underground collection circuits that will be routed 
through the project site and interconnected to the wind turbine generators.  
 
4.2.    Wind Turbine Generator Interconnection Plan Detail 
The proposed electrical interconnection plans for the project are shown in Figure 4-1 
through Figure 4-3, labeled Drawing E-1, sheets 1 – 3 for the 20 MW project and 
Figure 4-4 through Figure 4-6, labeled Drawing E-1A, sheets 1 – 3 for the 25 MW 
project. The electrical interconnection plans are similar for the 20 MW and 25 MW 
alternatives, where the only real differences between them is the capacity of the 115 
kV – 34.5 kV interconnection transformer, the conductor size of the 34.5 kV express 
circuit, and the arrangement of the 34.5 kV underground collection circuits on site. 
The 115 kV – 34.5 kV interconnection transformer for the 20 MW project is rated 
12/16/20/22.4 MVA (OA/FA/FAA) 55/65°C.  The 115 kV – 34.5 kV interconnection 
transformer for the 25 MW project is rated 18/24/30 MVA (OA/FA/FAA).  The 
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conductor size of the 34.5 kV circuit is 477 kcmil Aluminum and 556.5 kcmil 
Aluminum for the 20 MW and 25 MW projects, respectively.   
As shown on Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-4, the interconnection substation for each 
project is proposed to be interconnected to one (1) National Grid 115 kV circuit via a 
three phase, radial transmission tap.  It is anticipated that the interconnection 
substation will include a 115 kV dead-end structure, one (1) 115 kV circuit breaker 
with associated protective relays and clearing disconnect switches, one (1) 115 kV – 
34.5 kV power transformer, and 34.5 kV switching equipment. 
The 115 kV protective interface equipment is shown to include phase and ground 
distance relaying.  National Grid may require additional protective relaying such as 
transfer-trip protection to open 115 kV circuit breaker 52/1 from a remote 115 kV 
terminal and/or redundant protective relaying systems.  National Grid may also 
require a different 115 kV interconnection arrangement than the radial tap proposed. 
The final configuration of the interconnection substation will be determined by 
National Grid as part of their interconnection study process.   
 
As shown on Figure 4-2 and Figure 4-5, the wind turbine generators will be 
connected to the interconnection substation by a new 34.5 kV express circuit.  The 
34.5 kV express circuit will be a three phase, overhead circuit that is proposed to be 
routed along public ways from the project site to the interconnection substation.  The 
34.5 kV express circuit on public ways will be owned and operated by National Grid.  
At the project site, the 34.5 kV express circuit will be connected to protective 
interface equipment that includes a gang-operated 34.5 kV disconnect switch, one 
(1) 34.5 kV recloser with associated protective relays, and a grounding transformer.  
The protective interface equipment will be connected to two (2), 34.5 kV 
underground collection circuits that will be routed through the project site and 
interconnected to the wind turbine generators.  
As shown on Figure 4-3 and Figure 4-6, each of the two (2) 34.5 kV underground 
collection circuits will consist of three (3), single conductor, 250 kcmil, aluminum 
conductors with 35 kV class insulation.  It is recommended that the interconnection 
circuits be installed in concrete encased ductbank (rather than direct buried) for 
physical protection.  The proposed 34.5 kV cables have a published ampacity of 
approximately 270 amperes (105 oC rating).  The maximum combined output current 
of five (5) wind turbine generators, each rated a maximum of 2.5 MW, is 232 
amperes (90% power factor, 34.5 kV). 
In order to connect the wind turbine generators to the 34.5 kV circuit, a three phase 
generator step-up transformer will be utilized to convert the 690 volt generator 
voltage to the 34.5 kV circuit voltage.  As shown in Figure 4-3 and Figure 4-6, the 
generator step-up transformer is located in the nacelle of the wind turbine generator.  
The generator step-up transformer will be three phase transformer and capable of 
carrying the maximum power output of the wind turbine generator plus a margin for 
the current associated with the generator reactive power consumption/production.  
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For each 2.5 MW wind turbine generator, the generator step-up transformer will be 
rated approximately 2800 kVA as shown.  
The 34.5 kV collection circuits will be connected to a medium voltage (38 kV 
maximum) switchgear unit located in the down-tower assembly of the wind turbine 
generator.  The medium voltage switchgear unit includes a circuit breaker, 
disconnect switch, and grounding switch.   The 34.5 kV circuit collection will be 
connected to each medium voltage switchgear unit via 600 ampere elbow 
connections. 
Please note that some wind turbine generator manufacturers do not include the 
generator step-up transformer in the nacelle and instead require the installation of a 
dedicated padmounted transformer adjacent to each wind turbine generator. In this 
case, the dedicated padmounted transformers will include internal primary switches 
and internal primary fusing and the 34.5 kV circuit collection will be connected to 
each generator step-up transformer via 600 ampere elbow connections.   
 
4.3.    Wind Turbine Generator Protection and Control Interface 
The wind turbine generators will automatically connect to the electrical grid via a 
control system and contactor assembly provided with each wind turbine generator.  
Depending on the model selected, the wind turbine generators may be either 
induction machines, doubly-fed induction machines, or permanent magnet excited 
machines with a full inverter interface to the grid.  Regardless of the model, the wind 
turbine generators are designed to operate in parallel with a stable power system 
such as the National Grid system.  They are not designed to be a source of standby 
or emergency power and in fact will shut down if the grid goes down. 
Using the induction machine as an example, the wind turbine generator will come up 
to synchronous speed and connect to the electrical grid via a contactor assembly 
located at the 690 volt generator output terminals.  Upon closure of the contactor, 
the generator will draw excitation current from the grid and the wind turbine control 
mechanism will pitch the blades to rotate the generator at a speed slightly higher 
than synchronous speed and to produce power flow the grid.   
 
4.4.    Wind Turbine Interconnect Cost Estimates 
The cost estimates for the 20 MW project are presented in two (2) parts in Table 4-3 
and Table 4-4.  Table 4-3 is for the off-site 115 kV interconnection substation and 
the 34.5 kV express circuit to the project site.  Table 4-4 is for the on-site electrical 
interconnection equipment.  The detailed cost estimates presented in the tables are 
summarized in Table 4-1 below. 
 
Table 4-1  Cost estimate summary for the 20 MW project interconnection  
Interconnection Substation and Express Circuit – 20 MW $4,797,000 
On-Site Electrical Interconnection Equipment – 20 MW $3,425,000 
Total $8,222,000 
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Similarly, the cost estimates for the 25 MW project alternative are presented in two 
(2) parts in Table 4-5 and Table 4-6.  Table 4-5 is for the off-site 115 kV 
interconnection substation and the 34.5 kV express circuit to the project site. Table 
4-6 is for the on-site electrical interconnection equipment.  The detailed cost 
estimates presented in the tables are summarized in Table 4-2 below. 
 
Table 4-2  Cost estimate summary for the 25 MW project interconnection  
Interconnection Substation and Express Circuit – 25 MW $5,084,000 
On-Site Electrical Interconnection Equipment – 25 MW $4,328,000 
Total $9,412,000 
 
Please note that the above cost estimates are for electrical equipment, installation 
labor, and engineering only.  In particular, please note that the cost estimates do not 
include land acquisition costs or contingency allowances.   
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EBEC 115 kV INTERCONNECTION SUBSTATION 
AND ONE (1) 34.5 kV INTERCONNECTION CIRCUIT TO THE PROJECT SITE
20 MW  PROJECT 
EXHIBIT 2
Item Description Qty. Unit Unit Costs Total Costs Total
Labor Mat'l LS Labor Mat'l LS
1 Site work - clearing, grubbing, grading (assumes relatively flat site) 50000 sf. $2.50 $125,000 $125,000
2 Excavation  7500 CY $24 $180,000 $180,000
3 Backfill & Compaction 7500 CY $36 $270,000 $270,000
4 Site work - landscaping (200 ft. x 250 ft. substation) 50000 sf. $1.50 $75,000 $75,000
5 Crushed stone yard surfacing 1000 CY $30 $30,000 $30,000
6 Foundations - 115 kV terminal structure 54 CY $375 $20,250 $20,250
7 Foundations - 115 kV bus supports and CCVT's 72 CY $375 $27,000 $27,000
8 Foundation - 115 kV circuit breaker 17 CY $375 $6,375 $6,375
9 Foundations - 115 kV switch structures 12 CY $375 $4,500 $4,500
10 Foundation - Relay & Control House 77 CY $375 $28,875 $28,875
11 Foundation - 12/16/20 MVA Transformer and blast wall 188 CY $375 $70,500 $70,500
12 Foundations - Outdoor 35 kV class circuit breakers 18 CY $375 $6,750 $6,750
13 Structural steel 1 LS $120,000 $120,000 $120,000
14 115 kV transmission tap 1 ea. $117,000.00 $83,000.00 $117,000 $83,000 $200,000
15 115 kV line protective relay panels 2 ea. $15,000.00 $60,000.00 $30,000 $120,000 $150,000
16 115 kV CCVT's 3 ea. $4,800.00 $6,000.00 $14,400 $18,000 $32,400
17 115 kV circuit breaker (SF6 dead tank) with clearing disconnects 1 ea. $9,600.00 $89,000.00 $9,600 $89,000 $98,600
18 115 kV - 34.5 kV transformer, 12/16/20/22.4 MVA (OA/FA/FAA) 55/65  ⁰C 1 ea. $55,000.00 $500,000.00 $55,000 $500,000 $555,000
19 34.5 kV disconnect switch, gang-operated 1 ea. $2,400.00 $7,000.00 $2,400 $7,000 $9,400
20 34.5 kV circuit breakers 2 ea. $9,600.00 $50,000.00 $19,200 $100,000 $119,200
21 34.5 kV protective relaying, relay panels and control equipment  3 ea. $4,800.00 $9,000.00 $14,400 $27,000 $41,400
22 SCADA (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition) Remote Terminal Unit 1 ea. $10,000.00 $30,000.00 $10,000 $30,000 $40,000
23 Revenue meters w/ PT's, CT's, test switch 1 ea. $3,700.00 $25,000.00 $3,700 $25,000 $28,700
24 meter testing and programming 1 lot $2,500 $2,500 $2,500
25 Control house 1 ea. $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
26 Electrical - lights, heating, ventilation, conduits, switches, ac panel, outlets 1 LS $45,000 $45,000 $45,000
27 Station Battery (125 VDC, 200 A-H) and charger (50 amp) 1 ea. $5,000.00 $15,000.00 $5,000 $15,000 $20,000
28 Grounding conductor, ground rods, and connectors 1 LS $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
29 Conduit and fittings 1 LS $175,000 $175,000 $175,000
30 Conductor, cable, buswork, and insulators 1 LS $175,000 $175,000 $175,000
31 Substation fence and gates 1000 lf. $45 $45,000 $45,000
32 Concrete encased ductbank w/ 4 - 5" PVC Type EB conduits 400 ft. $85 $34,000 $34,000
33 34.5 kV underground cable circuit, three phase, 500 kcmil Cu 400 ckt. ft. $14.00 $54.00 $5,600 $21,600 $27,200
34 34.5 kV riser pole w/fused cutouts, surge arresters, cable terminations 2 ea. $7,400.00 $5,000.00 $14,800 $10,000 $24,800
35 34.5 kV overhead spacer cable, 477 kcmil Al, 35 kV class 1.5 ckt. mi. $500,000 $750,000 $750,000
Subtotal $3,837,450
Balance of parts and equipment @  15% of Subtotal $575,618
Engineering Allowance @  10% of Subtotal $383,745
TOTAL $4,796,813
JUNE 2010 (U.S. Dollars) Richard C. Gross P.E., Inc.
EBEC WIND PROJECT
EIGHT (8) 2.5 MW WIND TURBINE GENERATORS
INTERCONNECTION TO A DEDICATED 34.5 kV CIRCUIT
ON-SITE WORK: 20 MW PROJECT
EXHIBIT 3
Item Description Qty. Unit Unit Costs Total Costs Total
Labor Mat'l LS Labor Mat'l LS
1 34.5 kV overhead recloser w/ control (w/ 45' class 3 pole) 1 ea. $3,700.00 $38,000.00 $3,700 $38,000 $41,700
2 34.5 kV primary metering w/ PT's, CT's, test switch (w/ 45' pole) 1 ea. $3,700.00 $25,000.00 $3,700 $25,000 $28,700
3 Meter testing and programming 1 lot $2,500 $2,500 $2,500
4 34.5 kV g.o. disconnect switch and pole 1 ea. $3,700.00 $10,000.00 $3,700 $10,000 $13,700
5 34.5 kV riser pole w/fused cutouts, surge arresters, cable terminations 1 ea. $7,400.00 $5,000.00 $7,400 $5,000 $12,400
6 34.5 kV padmounted switchgear unit 1 ea. $7,400.00 $45,000.00 $7,400 $45,000 $52,400
7 Concrete encased ductbank w/ 2 - 2" & 2 - 5" PVC Type EB conduits 14500 ft. $65 $942,500 $942,500
8 34.5 kV padmounted sectionalizing cabinets 30 ea. $2,500.00 $4,500.00 $75,000 $135,000 $210,000
9 communications cable handholes 30 ea. $1,200.00 $500.00 $36,000 $15,000 $51,000
10 34.5 kV cable circuit, 3 - 1/c, 250 kcmil Aluminum (in conduit) 14500 ckt. ft. $14.00 $36.00 $203,000 $522,000 $725,000
11 34.5 kV cable terminations/elbows 204 ea. $100.00 $300.00 $20,400 $61,200 $81,600
12 communications cable 14500 lf $2.00 $1.00 $29,000 $14,500 $43,500
13 grounding conductor for U/G 34.5 kV interconnection circuit (4/0 Cu bare) 14500 ft. $3.00 $6.00 $43,500 $87,000 $130,500
14 generator step-up transformer - included in nacelle of wind turbine gen. 8 ea. $0.00 $0.00 $0 $0 $0
15 conduits between sect. cabinet and  down tower assembly, 3 - 5" GRC 400 ft. $210 $84,000 $84,000
16 ground system for wind turbine generator 8 lot $7,500 $60,000 $60,000
17 34.5 kV switchgear in down tower assembly 8 ea. $7,400.00 $22,000.00 $59,200 $176,000 $235,200
18 functional testing and commissioning 10 days $2,500 $25,000 $25,000
Subtotal $2,739,700
Balance of parts and equipment @ 15% of major equipment cost $410,955
Engineering allowance @ 10% of Subtotal $273,970
TOTAL $3,424,625
JUNE 2010 (U.S. Dollars) Richard C. Gross P.E., Inc.
EBEC 115 kV INTERCONNECTION SUBSTATION 
AND ONE (1) 34.5 kV INTERCONNECTION CIRCUIT TO THE PROJECT SITE
25 MW  PROJECT 
EXHIBIT 4
Item Description Qty. Unit Unit Costs Total Costs Total
Labor Mat'l LS Labor Mat'l LS
1 Site work - clearing, grubbing, grading (assumes relatively flat site) 50000 sf. $2.50 $125,000 $125,000
2 Excavation  7500 CY $24 $180,000 $180,000
3 Backfill & Compaction 7500 CY $36 $270,000 $270,000
4 Site work - landscaping (200 ft. x 250 ft. substation) 50000 sf. $1.50 $75,000 $75,000
5 Crushed stone yard surfacing 1000 CY $30 $30,000 $30,000
6 Foundations - 115 kV terminal structure 54 CY $375 $20,250 $20,250
7 Foundations - 115 kV bus supports and CCVT's 72 CY $375 $27,000 $27,000
8 Foundation - 115 kV circuit breaker 17 CY $375 $6,375 $6,375
9 Foundations - 115 kV switch structures 12 CY $375 $4,500 $4,500
10 Foundation - Relay & Control House 77 CY $375 $28,875 $28,875
11 Foundation - 18/24/30 MVA Transformer and blast wall 188 CY $375 $70,500 $70,500
12 Foundations - Outdoor 35 kV class circuit breakers 18 CY $375 $6,750 $6,750
13 Structural steel 1 LS $120,000 $120,000 $120,000
14 115 kV transmission tap 1 ea. $117,000.00 $83,000.00 $117,000 $83,000 $200,000
15 115 kV line protective relay panels 2 ea. $15,000.00 $60,000.00 $30,000 $120,000 $150,000
16 115 kV CCVT's 3 ea. $4,800.00 $6,000.00 $14,400 $18,000 $32,400
17 115 kV circuit breaker (SF6 dead tank) with clearing disconnects 1 ea. $9,600.00 $89,000.00 $9,600 $89,000 $98,600
18 115 kV - 34.5 kV transformer 18/24/30 MVA (OA/FA/FAA) 1 ea. $60,000.00 $650,000.00 $60,000 $650,000 $710,000
19 34.5 kV disconnect switch, gang-operated 1 ea. $2,400.00 $7,000.00 $2,400 $7,000 $9,400
20 34.5 kV circuit breakers 2 ea. $9,600.00 $50,000.00 $19,200 $100,000 $119,200
21 34.5 kV protective relaying, relay panels and control equipment  3 ea. $4,800.00 $9,000.00 $14,400 $27,000 $41,400
22 SCADA (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition) Remote Terminal Unit 1 ea. $10,000.00 $30,000.00 $10,000 $30,000 $40,000
23 Revenue meters w/ PT's, CT's, test switch 1 ea. $3,700.00 $25,000.00 $3,700 $25,000 $28,700
24 meter testing and programming 1 lot $2,500 $2,500 $2,500
25 Control house 1 ea. $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
26 Electrical - lights, heating, ventilation, conduits, switches, ac panel, outlets 1 LS $45,000 $45,000 $45,000
27 Station Battery (125 VDC, 200 A-H) and charger (50 amp) 1 ea. $5,000.00 $15,000.00 $5,000 $15,000 $20,000
28 Grounding conductor, ground rods, and connectors 1 LS $150,000 $150,000 $150,000
29 Conduit and fittings 1 LS $175,000 $175,000 $175,000
30 Conductor, cable, buswork, and insulators 1 LS $175,000 $175,000 $175,000
31 Substation fence and gates 1000 lf. $45 $45,000 $45,000
32 Concrete encased ductbank w/ 4 - 5" PVC Type EB conduits 400 ft. $85 $34,000 $34,000
33 34.5 kV underground cable circuit, three phase, 500 kcmil Cu 400 ckt. ft. $14.00 $54.00 $5,600 $21,600 $27,200
34 34.5 kV riser pole w/fused cutouts, surge arresters, cable terminations 2 ea. $7,400.00 $5,000.00 $14,800 $10,000 $24,800
35 34.5 kV overhead spacer cable, 556.5 kcmil Al, 35 kV class 1.5 ckt. mi. $550,000 $825,000 $825,000
Subtotal $4,067,450
 Balance of parts and equipment @  15% of Subtotal $610,118
Engineering Allowance @  10% of Subtotal $406,745
TOTAL $5,084,313
JUNE 2010 (U.S. Dollars) Richard C. Gross P.E., Inc.
EBEC WIND PROJECT
TEN (10) 2.5 MW WIND TURBINE GENERATORS
INTERCONNECTION TO A DEDICATED 34.5 kV CIRCUIT
ON-SITE WORK: 25 MW PROJECT
EXHIBIT 5
Item Description Qty. Unit Unit Costs Total Costs Total
Labor Mat'l LS Labor Mat'l LS
1 34.5 kV overhead recloser w/ control (w/ 45' class 3 pole) 1 ea. $3,700.00 $38,000.00 $3,700 $38,000 $41,700
2 34.5 kV primary metering w/ PT's, CT's, test switch (w/ 45' pole) 1 ea. $3,700.00 $25,000.00 $3,700 $25,000 $28,700
3 Meter testing and programming 1 lot $2,500 $2,500 $2,500
4 34.5 kV g.o. disconnect switch and pole 1 ea. $3,700.00 $10,000.00 $3,700 $10,000 $13,700
5 34.5 kV riser pole w/fused cutouts, surge arresters, cable terminations 1 ea. $7,400.00 $5,000.00 $7,400 $5,000 $12,400
6 34.5 kV padmounted switchgear unit 1 ea. $7,400.00 $45,000.00 $7,400 $45,000 $52,400
7 Concrete encased ductbank w/ 2 - 2" & 2 - 5" PVC Type EB conduits 18500 ft. $65 $1,202,500 $1,202,500
8 34.5 kV padmounted sectionalizing cabinets 40 ea. $2,500.00 $4,500.00 $100,000 $180,000 $280,000
9 communications cable handholes 40 ea. $1,200.00 $500.00 $48,000 $20,000 $68,000
10 34.5 kV cable circuit, 3 - 1/c, 250 kcmil Aluminum (in conduit) 18500 ckt. ft. $14.00 $36.00 $259,000 $666,000 $925,000
11 34.5 kV cable terminations/elbows 270 ea. $100.00 $300.00 $27,000 $81,000 $108,000
12 communications cable 18500 lf $2.00 $1.00 $37,000 $18,500 $55,500
13 grounding conductor for U/G 34.5 kV interconnection circuit (4/0 Cu bare) 18500 ft. $3.00 $6.00 $55,500 $111,000 $166,500
14 generator step-up transformer - included in nacelle of wind turbine gen. 10 ea. $0.00 $0.00 $0 $0 $0
15 conduits between sect. cabinet and  down tower assembly, 3 - 5" GRC 500 ft. $210 $105,000 $105,000
16 ground system for wind turbine generator 10 lot $7,500 $75,000 $75,000
17 34.5 kV switchgear in down tower assembly 10 ea. $7,400.00 $22,000.00 $74,000 $220,000 $294,000
18 functional testing and commissioning 12.5 days $2,500 $31,250 $31,250
Subtotal $3,462,150
Balance of parts and equipment @ 15% of major equipment cost $519,323
Engineering allowance @ 10% of Subtotal $346,215
TOTAL $4,327,688
JUNE 2010 (U.S. Dollars) Richard C. Gross P.E., Inc.
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5. Environmental and Permitting 
 
The potential permitting issues associated with developing a 20-25 MW wind energy 
project at the Tiverton site were assessed.  As wind energy projects in this area are 
still new, the associated permitting process is still under development, however the 
following sections provide insight into the issues that are typically pertinent to 
development of a wind energy project.   
 
5.1.    Project Description Overview 
As described in the project siting section above, the potential project will consist of 
the installation of between (8)-(10) WTGs that have an overall structure height 
between 130 m – 150 m (426.5 ft – 492.1 ft), all of which have a subsurface 
foundation.  The WTGs will be located on a combination of non-contiguous parcels 
owned and maintained by a combination of the Town of Tiverton, North Tiverton Fire 
District, and Stonebridge Fire District.  The project will also include two 34.5 kV 
collection circuit lines, running underground from each turbine to the on-site 
switchgear station, then through a new project dedicated, overhead transmission 
line, to a new substation located on an easement owned by National Grid.  The 
project may also include electrical transformers which will be located adjacent to the 
WTGs depending on which type of turbine is installed (some have the transformer in 
the nacelle).  The project will need to clear forested lands for the development of 
access roads, installation area and infrastructure needs.  The extent of clearing and 
details of the site plans will be developed in the project development phases, 
however note that the percentage of the area modified compared to the overall 
parcel area is estimated to be relatively low.   
 
5.2.    Permitting  
It is understood that the Town of Tiverton will allow wind turbine installations through 
approval of a special use permit.  The details of the requirements for development in 
Tiverton are still being finalized, however they are assumed to be similar to 
requirements of similar projects in the area and as such should address compliance 
to zoning and existing ordinances regulating development, including obtaining DEM 
wetlands permit if required, as well as address the potential visual, noise, and 
shadow impact of the wind turbines on the environment.   
 
5.3.    Wetlands 
It is assumed that the special use permit will require that the project receive the 
RIDEM wetlands permit if required, which is required if the development alters any 
existing wetlands.  While the present configurations do not locate wind turbines 
within any estimated wetlands, the actual extent of the wetlands first needs to be 
delineated by a wetlands biologist or RIDEM and the detailed project plans including 
roads and underground transmission lines need to be finalized to determine if there 
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will be any alterations to wetlands.  Based on the present knowledge of wetlands 
onsite and expectations of physical aspects of the development, it is likely that some 
wetlands will need to be altered however alterations can be minimized and it is 
thought that obtaining a wetlands permit will be feasible.   
 
5.4.    Watershed Protection Overlay District 
Most development activities in the watershed protection overlay district in Tiverton 
requires a special use permit; the proposed configurations all include some 
development within this district and therefore the items necessary for obtaining a 
special use permit in the watershed protection overlay district should be addressed 
in the special use permit application for the development.  The development of a 
wind energy project is not presently prohibited in the watershed protection overlay 
district nor is it presently allowed and therefore a special use permit application 
addressing the stipulations outlined in the Tiverton Code of Ordinances will be 
neded., In particular, an Environmental Review Statement (ERS) would need to be 
prepared for the development.  The objective of the ERS is to describe the project 
and the probable impacts of the development on the surface water supply but also 
requires that a RIDEM wetlands permit be obtained, if necessary.  The potential for 
negative impacts to the water supply would require further analysis however it is 
feasible that development within this area could be allowed.   
 
5.5.    Setbacks 
The required physical setbacks, while still under consideration for the Tiverton 
ordinance, will have to be satisfied in order to obtain the special use permit.  In most 
communities physical setbacks can be waived through a variance or easement, 
which if necessary, could be obtained if the siting configuration is such that a 
setback requirement is not met.  The current proposed configurations are such that 
the WTG is setback a distance equivalent to the overall structure height, with the 
exception of the northeastern most sited WTG for which the fall zone of the 100 m 
hub option extends over a private right of way as well as over Stafford Pond, and the 
80 m hub option also extends over Stafford Pond.  Furthermore, some of the 
proposed placements are such that the physical set back  equal to the overall 
structure height is met, however with little margin or additional setback.   
 
5.6.    Visual 
Typically special use permits require that visual impacts are addressed, and often 
request that photo simulations are generated to provide a basis for review.  Visual 
impacts are typically evaluated in a subjective manner without a hard and fast rule 
describing what is acceptable.  The visual impacts of the project were evaluated 
through the generation of photosimulations of the four project options from four 
different viewpoints.  Figure 5-1 illustrates each of the viewpoints from which the 
photographs were taken which were used in the photosimulations and Figure 5-2 
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through Figure 5-5  present the photosimulations of project configuration 1 (20 MW, 
(8)  WTGs project at an 80 m hub height) from each viewpoint. Appendix A Figures 
A1 through A12 show photo simulations of the three other project configurations.   
 
 
 
Figure 5-1 Illustration of viewpoints for photosimulations 
 
While many of the sites show clear, unobstructed views of one or several turbines, 
much of the project is obscured by trees and other obstructions in almost every 
case. This is particularly true for sites near the project, but it is expected that views 
from several miles away will be able to see the full project in panorama although the 
WTGs will appear appropriately smaller. 
 
V1 
V2 
V3 
V4 
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Figure 5-2 Photosimulation of Option 1 (20 MW – 80m hub) from V1 
 
Figure 5-3 Photosimulation of Option 1 (20 MW – 80m hub) from V2 
EBEC 10-060  
Final Report, Oct 2010 
 
36  
Applied Science Associates 
 
 
Figure 5-4 Photosimulation of Option 1 (20 MW – 80m hub) from V3 
 
 
Figure 5-5 Photosimulation of Option 1 (20 MW – 80m hub) from V4 
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5.7.    Noise 
Typically special use permits require that noise impacts from wind turbines are 
addressed, and require that noises associated with project operation comply with the 
Towns existing noise standard.  The Tiverton noise standard dictates the maximum 
noise level allowed within different town zones during different times of the day. 
Table 5-1 is a copy of the table of maximum allowable noise limits in the Tiverton 
code of ordinances.  The ordinance further states that any noise that is classified as 
pure tone that the limit allowed should be reduced by 5dBA; this does not factor in 
here as the noise associated with turbines is not pure tonal.     
 
Table 5-1  Tiverton Maximum Permissible Noise Limits by receiving Land Use Table from 
the Code of Ordinances section 38-137 
 
  Location of Receiving Land Use    Time    Sound Limit dBA    
  Zoning district:              
    Residential and open space    7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 10:00 p.m. to  7:00 a.m.    
65 
55    
    General and highway commercial    At all times    75    
    Light and general industrial    At all times    75    
  Other:              
    Public water    At all times    75    
 
Based on the town’s noise ordinance, compliance will require that the project limit 
noise at property boundaries that abut residential zoned properties to less than 55 
dBA and less than 75 dBA at property boundaries that abut properties in other 
zoning districts. 
ASA evaluated the anticipated noise levels generated by the wind turbines for each 
potential project option using the WindFarm analysis software and manufacturer 
provided turbine noise characteristics.  The WindFarm noise model is based on the 
Danish Wind Institute Noise Model and calculates the contours of different noise 
levels based on turbine characteristics (hub height, noise) and the locations of the 
WTGs.  The assessment is conservative as it does not include any attenuation that 
would exist from vegetation between the WTG and property boundary.  Figure 5-6 
through Figure 5-8 show the resulting noise plots for the four configurations being 
considered; these figures show that the noise at the property boundaries is less than 
the requirements, thus ensuring compliance with the existing noise standard.   
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Figure 5-6 Noise Contours (Outer Ring 55dBA) for the 20 MW project at 80m hub height 
 
 
Figure 5-7 Noise Contours (Outer Ring 55dBA) for the 20 MW project at 100m hub height 
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Figure 5-8 Noise Contours (Outer Ring 55dBA) for the 25 MW project at 80m hub height 
 
 
Figure 5-9 Noise Contours (Outer Ring 55dBA) for the 25 MW project at 100m hub height 
 
EBEC 10-060  
Final Report, Oct 2010 
 
40  
Applied Science Associates 
 
5.8.    Shadow 
Special use permits generally require that shadow impacts from wind turbines are 
addressed, and require that the developer demonstrate that there will not be any 
significant negative impacts due to shadow flicker from the project.  Typically there 
are no numerical limits associated with shadow flicker however the general rule of 
thumb is to try to limit exposure to non participating abutters to less than 30 hours 
total throughout the year.  The WindFarm analysis package was used to evaluate 
the hours of potential exposure from the different configurations of proposed 
projects; however WindFarm calculates theoretical maximum of exposure time at the 
project latitude, which is based on all daylight time being clear (no clouds), WTG 
orientation such that it casts the largest shadow, 100% WTG operation and no 
attenuation from trees or other large structures.  This conservative calculation 
therefore needs to be corrected to reflect actual site characteristics. The Northeast 
Regional Climatic Data Center (NRCC) tracks the cloud coverage within the area 
and based on the 44 year average the annual breakdown for Providence, RI, which 
is indicative of Tiverton’s climate, is as follows: 
 
 Clear – 27% of the year 
 Partly Cloudy – 28% of the year 
 Cloudy – 45% of the year 
 
Based on the fact that it is clear only 27% of the year, and that WTG operational 
downtime (i.e. the WTG is not spinning, for any reason) is anywhere from 10-20% of 
the time, it is reasonable to correct the WindFarm predicted hourly exposure 
contours by a factor of 0.243 (% clear skies (0.27) x percent time operational (0.9)). 
This estimate is still conservative as it assumes the lower end of operational down 
time and does not account for attenuation or blockage through trees or other 
structures.   
WindFarm output includes hours of exposure contours based on the theoretical 
maximum; assuming the site correction factor of 0.243 which is approximately a 
quarter of the total, the contour of interest on the WindFarm predicted exposure 
maps are those associated with 120 hrs (30/0.25 = 120).  Figure 5-10 through Figure 
5-13 show this contour for the four options; in these figures it can be seen that the 
25 MW project has a slightly greater extent of impacted shadow area and that all 
configurations have some area that has a potential for shadow impacts on abutting 
properties, of more than 30 hours per year, particularly to the north of the WTGs.   
Placement can be modified to minimize shadow impacts and some abutting 
properties may grant a shadow easement if, for example, their use is such that the 
shadow impacts would have no effect.   
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Figure 5-10 Shadow contour of outer edge of 120hr theoretical (~ 30 hr) exposure of 
Configuration 1 (20 MW 80m hub) 
 
Figure 5-11 Shadow contour of outer edge of 120hr theoretical (~ 30 hr) exposure of 
Configuration 1 (20 MW 100m hub) 
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Figure 5-12 Shadow contour of outer edge of 120hr theoretical (~ 30 hr) exposure of 
Configuration 3 (25 MW 80m hub) 
 
Figure 5-13 Shadow contour of outer edge of 120hr theoretical (~ 30 hr) exposure of 
Configuration 4 (25 MW 100m hub) 
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5.9.    FERC 
Renewable energy power production projects connected to the grid that have the 
potential of exporting power to the grid, need to obtain a Qualifying Certificate from 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).  For small renewable energy 
generation facilities (i.e. less than 80 MW) the process is performed through self-
certification, and can be performed online. Through certification, the facility obtains 
an identification number that is submitted via National Grid to ISO-NE that is used to 
set up the small power plant as an “asset” (power generating facility) in their system. 
This process should not pose a problem for any of the proposed EBEC facilities. 
 
5.10.    Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
The potential impact with respect to FAA considerations was evaluated for this 
project through a circular search, long range radar screening and weather radar 
screening.  The circular search locates the nearest airports and is used in the 
proposed Construction Notice Criteria, hazard assessment to evaluate the structure 
height in relation to airports and give an indication as to whether or not a Notice of 
Proposed Construction, FAA Form 7460, needs to be filed.  The long range radar 
and weather radar screening evaluates the potential for the structure to interfere with 
those radar systems and provides an indication of the need for an aeronautical 
study.   
To understand the potential for navigable airspace conflict with airports in the 
proximity of the proposed turbine site, a circle search was performed using the FAA 
Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis website’s DOD Preliminary 
Screening Tool. The latitude and longitude of the center of the site is entered with an 
accompanying search radius and a list of nearby airports and their distance from the 
site is produced ( 
Table 5-2).  While the circle search is for commercial airports only, the Notice 
Criteria Tool evaluates the requirement for notifying the FAA and returns the nearest 
airport and runway, including military facilities. The Newport State Airport in 
Newport, RI, at 8 nautical miles (~48,600 ft), is the closest to the proposed site.  
 
Table 5-2  Circle search results for the closest airports to the EBEC site 
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Another tool available on the FAA’s Obstruction Analysis website is the Notice 
Criteria Tool, which evaluates both the location of the WTG and the total height of 
the structure with respect to the Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77. The results of 
the evaluation for the Tiverton site indicated that the site exceeded the following 
Notice Criteria: 
 
77.13(a)(1) by 292 ft. 
 
This rather cryptic message can be interpreted by referring to the Part 77 
regulations, which states the following: 
 
77.13 Construction or alteration requiring notice. 
a) Except as provided in 77.15, each sponsor who proposes any of the following 
construction or alteration shall notify the Administrator in the form and manner 
prescribed in 77.17: 
(1) Any construction or alteration of more than 200 feet in height above the ground 
level at its site. 
 
This simply means that the WTG structure is greater than 200ft and a Notice of 
proposed Construction or Alteration form (FAA Form 7460) must be submitted as 
was described above. Were there more serious obstruction issues at the site many 
additional exceedence notices would have appeared. This indicates that the site 
should not have any serious height restrictions to the WTGs from the FAA. 
Submittal of a Form 7460 triggers an FAA analysis which evaluates impacts of the 
structure to navigable air space by ways of imaginary surface penetration, 
operational impacts and radar interference.   Form 7460 requires site specific data to 
be used in the determination.  The analysis process is performed for free by the FAA 
but can take up to 60 days.  The outcome of their analysis is either a Determination 
of No Hazard (DNH) or a Determination of Hazard (DOH) which will identify the 
reason for the DOH finding and suggest a height that would result in a DNH.   
A second obstruction that the FAA considers with tall structures is the potential for 
interference with the Department of Defense (DOD) Long Range Radar and the 
NEXRAD weather radar systems. The potential for impact can be assessed online 
on the FAA Obstruction Evaluation/Airport Airspace Analysis website’s DOD 
Preliminary Screening Tool. The instructions clearly indicate that the use of the tool 
is for a preliminary evaluation of the potential for obstruction, but does not replace 
the official FAA process or procedures. For the present feasibility study, the level of 
evaluation presented in the online system is appropriate and enabled a preliminary 
analysis of the EBEC site.   
 
The screening tool was used to evaluate the potential for impact to both of the radar 
systems, the results of which are presented in Figure 5-14 and Figure 5-15 for the 
Long Range Radar and the NEXRAD radar systems, respectively.  In Figure 5-14, 
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while the map detail is not good, it can be seen that there is a large red area 
signifying a zone of highly likely impact to the Air Defense and Homeland Security 
radar systems around the Providence area. It can be seen that the proposed turbine 
site is in the red area, indicating an area of highly likely impact.  The definition for red 
areas is as follows. 
 
Red: Impact highly likely to Air Defense and Homeland Security radars. 
Aeronautical study required. 
 
It is difficult to determine the extent of the impact from this analysis and a formal 
review will be necessary. However, it appears from the map that both the 
Portsmouth Abbey and the Town of Portsmouth turbines would also be in the red 
area. Another example is the Hull turbine, which is in the red area surrounding 
Boston, meaning neither triggers an automatic project denial. 
For the NEXRAD weather radar analysis, the highly likely impact areas (red zones) 
are centered around Taunton, Massachusetts, and somewhat smaller in coverage 
than the Long Range Radar. The EBEC Tiverton site was found to be well outside of 
the highly likely impact zone, but within the gold impact likely zone, meaning an 
impact study may be required (Figure 5-15).  The definition for gold areas in the 
NEXRAD analysis is as follows. 
 
Gold: RLOS Coverage At or Below 200m AGL. Impact likely to WSR-88D 
weather radar operations. Turbines likely in radar line of sight. Impact study 
required. NTIA notification advised. 
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Figure 5-14 Potential Long Range Radar Interference Analysis for the EBEC 
Tiverton site 
 
5.11.    ISO NE Generator Interconnection Process 
It is anticipated that the project will interconnect to the Administered Transmission 
System of the Independent System Operator of New England, Inc. (“ISO NE”).  On 
that basis, it will be necessary to submit an application for the interconnection of the 
Project to ISO NE under either ISO NE Schedule 22 – Standard Large Generator 
Interconnection Procedures (“LGIP”) or ISO NE Schedule 23 – Standard Small 
Generator Interconnection Procedures (“SGIP”).  The LGIP is applicable to 
Generating Facilities that exceed 20 MW, such as the 25 MW Project alternative.   
The SGIP is applicable to Generating Facilities no larger than 20 MW, such as the 
20 MW Project alternative.   The interconnection application process is described in 
ISO NE Schedules 22 and 23. 
Upon receipt of a completed application and the associated fees, ISO NE and the 
115 kV transmission circuit owner, National Grid, will prepare a scope and cost 
estimates for feasibility and system impact studies to assess the impact of the 
Project on the electrical transmission system.  The results of these studies may 
indicate transmission system upgrades and modifications to the electrical 
interconnection plans presented in this report. 
Please note that the cost estimates prepared for this project and presented in the 
following sections do not include allowances for transmission system upgrades that 
may be necessary to alleviate system impacts.   
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Figure 5-15 Potential NEXRAD Radar Interference Analysis for the EBEC Tiverton 
site 
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6. Cost Analysis 
 
6.1.    Project Cost Estimates 
In order to understand the financial feasibility of a project, the all in cost of the 
project must be estimated. For this study, feasibility level project cost estimates were 
developed for the four project configurations.  
1. 20 MW Project – (8) 2.5 MW WTGs on 80 m towers 
2. 20 MW Project – (8) 2.5 MW WTGs on 100 m towers 
3. 25 MW Project – (10) 2.5 MW WTGs on 80 m towers 
4. 25 MW Project – (10) 2.5 MW WTGs on 100 m towers 
 
The cost estimates are based on vendor budgetary quotations and other similar 
projects. A summary of the cost estimates is provided in Table 6-1, below.  All pricing 
is provided in 2010 dollars.   
 
Table 6-1  Project Cost Estimates 
Item and Description 20 MW/80 m 20 MW/100 m 25 MW/80 m 25 MW/100 m 
Mobilize/Demobilize  $         100,000  $        100,000   $        100,000   $        100,000  
Site and Geotech Surveys  $         100,000  $        100,000   $        100,000   $        100,000  
Clear and Grub  $         157,000  $        157,000   $        193,000   $        193,000  
Site Preparation  $           80,000  $          80,000   $        100,000   $        100,000  
Access Road  $         725,000  $        725,000   $        900,000   $        900,000  
Foundations  $      1,600,000  $     1,800,000   $     2,000,000   $     2,250,000  
O&M Bldg  $         200,000  $        200,000   $        200,000   $        200,000  
WTG  $    26,280,000  $   26,992,000   $   32,850,000   $   33,740,000  
WTG Tower  Incl   Incl   Incl   Incl  
WTG Advice & Commissioning  Incl   Incl   Incl   Incl  
WTG Cold Weather Package  Incl   Incl   Incl   Incl  
SCADA System  $           55,000  Incl   $          55,000   Incl  
SCADA per WTG  Incl   Incl   Incl   Incl  
WTG FAA Lighting  Incl   Incl   Incl   Incl  
WTG and Tower Delivery  $      2,000,000  $     2,200,000   $     2,500,000   $     2,750,000  
WTG Installation  $      2,400,000  $     2,640,000   $     3,000,000   $     3,300,000  
Onsite Electric Collection System  $      3,151,000  $     3,151,000   $     3,981,000   $     3,981,000  
Offsite Electric Interconnection  $      4,413,000  $     4,413,000   $     4,678,000   $     4,678,000  
Engineering  $         999,000  $     1,034,000   $     1,181,000   $     1,225,000  
 Subtotal  $    42,260,000  $   43,592,000   $   51,838,000   $   53,517,000  
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Table 6-1  Project Cost Estimates (continued) 
Item and Description 20 MW/80 m 20 MW/100 m 25 MW/80 m 25 MW/100 m 
Contingencies         
WTG and Tower Delivered  $                  -     $                  -    $                  -    $                  -   
Other  $      2,089,000  $     2,160,000   $     2,465,000   $     2,554,000  
Contingency Subtotal  $      2,089,000  $     2,160,000   $     2,465,000   $     2,554,000  
Sales Tax  $                  -     $                  -    $                  -    $                  -   
Land Cost  $                  -     $                  -    $                  -    $                  -   
Owner's Development Cost   $      1,000,000  $     1,000,000   $     1,000,000   $     1,000,000  
Contractor OH, Profit and Fee  $      4,435,000  $     4,575,000   $     5,430,000   $     5,607,000  
Total Project Cost  $    49,784,000  $   51,327,000   $   60,733,000   $   62,678,000  
Total Project Cost, $/kW  $             2,490  $            2,570   $            2,430   $            2,510  
 
The mobilization cost is assumed to be the same for all four configurations as is the 
site survey cost because the size of the site is the same for all configurations.  The 
clearing cost is based on the number of turbines and the length of the on-site access 
road.  The total length of the on-site access road to connect each turbine site is 
assumed to be approximately 14,500 ft for the 20 MW projects and 18,000 ft for the 
25 MW projects.  The access road is assumed to be 30 ft wide, packed gravel 
roadway to allow the heavy lift crane to move from turbine site to turbine site after it 
is assembled.  The cost of the access road and foundations assumes that the site is 
relatively flat (slight rolling terrain on part of the property), with no significant cut and 
fill and no contaminate soil.  Foundation cost is based on other similar projects with 
which we are familiar.  (Foundation costs can vary significantly from site to site 
depending on the geotechnical conditions.  A geotechnical investigation should be 
performed as part of the next step in the development of the project to confirm the 
reasonableness of the assumed foundation cost.)  For projects of this size, a small 
operating and maintenance (O&M) building is recommended to house spare parts 
and tools and with small office and sanitary facilities for O&M personnel. 
All project configurations are based on the use of a 2.5 MW WTG.  Budgetary price 
estimates were provided by Nordex USA, Inc and Clipper Wind Turbine.  Nordex 
provided pricing for the 2.5 MW turbine on an 80 m tower and on a 100 m tower; 
Clipper currently only offers the 2.5 MW turbine on a 80 m tower. Average pricing 
was used for the 80 m tower projects and Nordex pricing was used for the 100 m 
tower projects. 
The electrical cost estimates are based on the interconnection concept for the 
projects described in a previous section.  The cost of the “onsite” electrical or 
“collection” system is separated from the cost of the offsite electrical system (which 
is required to tie into the National Grid 115 kV transmission system) because the 
onsite costs have a different tax treatment than the offsite costs.   
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A separate contingency was applied to the WTG and to the balance of plant cost.  
No contingency was applied to the WTG budgetary pricing because WTG budgetary 
pricing tends to be conservative.  Turbine pricing is very competitive, particularly for 
this size project, and better pricing may be obtained during the project construction 
bid process depending on the demand for WTG’s at that time. The contingency in 
the balance of plant cost estimate is 15 percent because only feasibility level design 
has been prepared and the confidence level is lower.  It should be pointed out that 
the cost of WTGs is currently at an all-time high due to the extraordinarily high 
demand for WTGs at this time.  Also, very few WTG manufacturers are willing to sell 
utility scale turbines such as these in small quantities, so the market is limited. 
An allowance of $1MM for the owner development costs has also been included in 
the capital cost estimate.  This is the estimated cost for services required to develop 
the project prior to construction such as environmental permitting services, 
preliminary engineering services, electrical interconnection studies and legal 
services.  The same allowance is included for each configuration because the land 
use and the relative capacity of the project is the same for each configuration. In the 
estimates shown, state sales tax has not been included because it is assumed that a 
municipal, tax exempt entity will own the project.  State sales tax is included in the 
cost estimate for the 3rd party owned option as described in the Economic Analysis 
section. The cost estimate does not include financing cost which will vary depending 
on how the project is financed and is described in the following Economic Analysis 
section. 
The estimates assume that an Engineering, Procurement and Construction (EPC) 
Contractor will be hired as a single point of contact for design and construction of the 
project.  An EPC Contractor profit and fee of 10 percent has been included in the 
project cost.  A savings of approximately 5 percent of the project cost could be 
realized if EBEC were to purchase the WTGs directly and avoid the contractor 
markup on the WTGs. 
Overall, the estimated cost of the projects appear reasonable for projects of this 
scale and location.  It should be noted that these cost estimates are planning level 
estimates and are subject to change based on the final design, imposed permit 
requirements, and market conditions for WTG equipment supply and construction 
demand. 
 
6.2.    O & M Cost Estimates 
A feasibility level O&M cost estimate was prepared for each configuration based on 
information provided by the WTG vendors and other projects with which we are 
familiar.  A summary of the estimate is presented in  
 
Table 6-2. All pricing is provided in 2010 dollars.   
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Table 6-2  O&M Cost Estimates Summary 
Item and Description 
20 MW/80 
m 
20 MW/100 
m 
25 MW/80 
m 
25 MW/100 
m 
Extended Warranty/Spare Parts $240,000 $240,000 $300,000 $300,000
O&M Service Contract (after first 
two years) $344,000 $344,000 $430,000 $430,000
Administration Allowance $80,000 $80,000 $100,000 $100,000
Insurance Premium $186,000 $192,000 $232,000 $240,000
Site Maintenance $80,000 $80,000 $100,000 $100,000
Land Lease Payment $100,000 $100,000 $125,000 $125,000
Subtotal $1,030,000 $1,036,000 $1,287,000 $1,295,000
Contingency $103,000 $104,000 $129,000 $130,000
Total Annual O&M Cost $1,133,000 $1,140,000 $1,416,000 $1,425,000
Total O&M Cost, $/kWh $ 0.027   $ 0.025  $ 0.028   $ 0.025 
 
The cost of the warranty and O&M Service contract is based on budgetary pricing 
provided by Nordex and Clipper.  For the Nordex WTG, the O&M service contract is 
not required during the first two years of operation because the WTG would be 
covered by the manufacturer’s warranty during this period.  The annual 
Administration Allowance is expected to cover the administrative cost of operating 
and maintaining the units.  The annual Insurance Premium is estimated based on 
0.6 percent of the replacement cost of the projects.  The estimated cost of site 
maintenance is for non-WTG related costs such as road maintenance, snow clearing 
and electrical collection system maintenance.  While the final rate has yet to be 
determined, it was assumed that the projects would pay a land lease fee on the 
order of $5,000 per MW of installed capacity to the Town of Tiverton.  A 10 percent 
contingency is also included in the overall O&M estimate. 
The overall estimated O&M cost is in the range of $0.025 to $0.03per kWh (based 
on 2010 dollars), depending on the configuration, and appears reasonable for 
projects of this size and location. 
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7. Financing Considerations 
 
In order to develop the proper parameters to run the economic analysis, ownership 
structure and financing methods were investigated and a specific framework 
appropriate for EBEC was developed.  Based on the dynamic legislation changes 
and financial incentives the ASA team investigated various different project options 
and potential funding opportunities.   
 
7.1.    Ownership Structure Types 
There were four different ownership structures discussed in the evaluation of this 
feasibility study: 
1. EBEC develops and owns the project as a net metered project, generating 
revenue from production.  This option requires that EBEC assume the risk of 
financing and developing the project but is anticipated to have the highest 
return on investment.  This model was seen as a viable option. 
 
2. EBEC hires a third party developer to own, operate and build the project in 
return for a PILOT or lease payment to the Town of Tiverton and profit 
sharing in the form of a percentage of production revenues to EBEC.  This 
option is low risk, doesn’t require generation of funds to finance the project 
however is less lucrative for EBEC.  This model was seen as a viable option 
as the ASA team was able to obtain a set of parameters for such a model 
from a third party developer that would make this project worthwhile to that 
developer.   
 
3. EBEC partners with a developer to take advantage of ongoing ARRA spurred 
rebate incentives as well as rapid depreciation and unlike option 2, EBEC is 
the project owner and therefore can take advantage of net metering rates, 
that are presently higher than those that would be available through a power 
purchase agreement.  This model would have the developer assume the 
responsibility of financing and building the project with revenues initially going 
to EBEC. EBEC would in turn make payments to the developer in a pre-
determined arrangement so the developer could recover their investment with 
a reasonable rate of return.  The hypothesis of this model is that by taking 
advantage of net metering along with incentives for taxpaying entities, the 
overall rate of return would be high enough that EBEC would see a positive 
cash flow while still being worthwhile for a 3rd party developer.  While there is 
some interest in this model there is presently no reason to believe that it is 
acceptable to 3rd party developers and therefore work economically, and 
therefore this model was not evaluated. 
 
4. EBEC hires a third party developer who constructs, owns and operates the 
project in return for a PILOT payment to the town of Tiverton and after year 6 
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sells the project at a discounted rate to EBEC who can then enter into a Net 
Metering arrangement.  This option alleviates EBEC of the risk of 
development and initial investment however EBEC would have to finance the 
buyout of the project in the future.  Another risk is the potential changes that 
could occur in the time before the discounted sale is supposed to take place; 
EBEC members may have at that point net metered other project or the 
legislation may change or the cap may be reached.  This model was not 
evaluated due to lack of adequate information from an interested party.   
 
5. EBEC allows a private developer to build, own and operate the project and 
enters into a power purchase agreement with the developer to purchase 
power at a rate assumed to be lower than what they pay for power.  The 
logistics of this model are not well understood, whether it can be done on a 
net basis or if time-of-use and time-of-production comes into play.  
Furthermore the economic opportunities would vary for each municipality as 
each municipality has different annual power demands and average prices 
that they pay for electricity due to differences in load types (schedule types) 
time of use and negotiated contracts.  This model has not been evaluated due 
to lack of information from an interested party, the general assumption that 
this would not be as economically attractive to the EBEC and is difficult to 
implement equitably between the consortium members. 
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8. Economic Analysis 
 
8.1.    Introduction 
An economic analysis was conducted to assist EBEC in its evaluation of the 
potential wind project. The analysis incorporates an appropriately detailed set of 
assumptions regarding the project’s estimated total installed cost, ongoing variable 
costs, financing mechanisms and market value of electricity production. The 
following analysis studies the economic viability of installing the projects described 
above; between (8) and (10) 2.5 MW wind turbines on either 80 m or 100 m towers.  
In four options, the project is assumed to be owned by EBEC, while in the fifth, a 
private sector third-party is assumed to be the owner.  Capital to fund the total 
project cost is expected to be raised under one of two possible debt-financing 
options.   
The economic analysis is presented in detail for Option 1, which is that of the (8) 
2.5MW WTGs at 80 m hub height, and then the remaining options in summary terms 
of project cash flow for comparison.  Five sensitivity analyses were performed on the 
Option 1, which demonstrate how the results vary with changes in electricity 
production (capacity factor), total installed cost, interest rate, the value of electricity, 
and the amount of the potential lease payment to the Town of Tiverton.  While the 
sensitivities were not run on each of the additional options, the trend of the 
sensitivity can be assumed the same across all options.  Option 1 assumes 100% 
municipal bond financing at 4.5%.  An analysis of the project’s sensitivity to changes 
in the interest rate is provided which is intended to provide insights into the 
economics were the project to receive any number of types of, or combinations of, 
subsidized financing.  In the third-party ownership model, a commercial bank interest 
rate of 7.5% is assumed, along with an equity contribution from the owner.  Results 
for all cases are provided in the form of annual net cash flow, cumulative net cash 
flow, and Net Present Value (NPV).  The NPV is used in capital budgeting to assess 
the profitability of a proposed investment (or project). It is a standard method for 
using the time value of money to appraise long-term projects, that is, $1 today is not 
worth the same as $1 five years from now, and it measures the excess or shortfall of 
cash flows, in present value terms, once financing charges are met. 
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8.2.    Project Summary 
 
Table 8-1 below summarizes the key economic and technical assumptions for 
Option 1.   
 
Table 8-1  Summary of key inputs for Option 1 
Project Assumptions: 8 Turbines 
Installed Capacity (MW) 20 
Total Project Cost ($) $53.9 million 
Total Project Cost ($/KW)* $2,699/kW 
Net Capacity Factor (%) 23.5% 
Est. Annual Avg. Production (MWh) 41,250 MWh 
Project Life (years) 20 years 
 
The total project cost estimate above includes approximately $4.1 million in 
financing-related soft costs for the Option 1 project.  The majority of this amount is to 
establish a debt service reserve account equal to six months (one full principal and 
interest payment) of debt service obligation.  A three-month reserve of O&M 
expenses is also funded up-front.  These portions of the cost are really a capital 
encumbrance rather than an expense.  The remainder of these soft costs includes 
interest during construction, an estimate of the lender’s fee and legal fees.  The 
capacity factor represents the average power output (kW) of the facility on a 
percentage basis.  It is calculated by taking the total annual energy generation 
divided by the maximum possible annual generation if the facility was always 
operating at its rated output.  Net capacity factor denotes that this figure has been 
adjusted to reflect electricity losses due to the, electric line losses, blade icing, 
turbine down-time, and wake losses caused by the proximity of multiple turbines.  
Therefore, the net capacity factor is used to calculate the actual kWhs available to 
the grid and eligible to generate net metering credits.  Finally, the analysis is based 
on the installation’s assumed 20-year life.  There is a reasonable probability, 
however, that the project will operate for longer.  The cost of decommissioning the 
project at the end of this period is assumed to be paid for by the salvage value of the 
turbine’s component parts and materials at the time of decommissioning.   
 
8.3.    Ownership, Financing and Utilization of Federal Incentives  
In order to develop the proper parameters to run the economic analysis, ownership 
structure and financing methods needed to be evaluated and specific framework 
developed for the project economic assessments.  Based on the dynamic legislation 
changes and financial incentives the ASA team investigated various different project 
options and potential funding opportunities.   
The analysis describes and assesses two ownerships options and four project 
configurations.  In four of the five options, the project is assumed to be owned by 
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EBEC, with the fifth option evaluating a third-party ownership option.  Capital to fund 
the total installation cost in the EBEC owned options is expected to be raised 
through municipal bonding or other tax-free debt.  The interest rate sensitivity 
analysis included in this report also provides insight into the net present value of the 
project under different financing options, such as CREBs (Clean Renewable Energy 
Bonds; however, this program is not currently funded) or RUS loans (Rural Utility 
Service; these loans may be available to the project) by varying the assumed 
interest rate as a proxy for various combinations of these low interest rate debt 
instruments.   EBEC is assumed to have the authority and creditworthiness to 
secure 20-year municipal bond or RUS loan financing at competitive rates.  A 
detailed list of potentially available incentives is included as Appendix B. 
 
8.4.    Market Value of Production 
The proposed project has two major sources of market value: (1) the value of power 
as determined via net metering with the local utility, Narragansett Electric (National 
Grid), and (2) Renewable Energy Credit (REC) revenue.  Despite detailed research 
and numerous conversations with National Grid, significant uncertainty remains as to 
the specific net metering terms, conditions and prices available to this project.  This 
analysis assumes the facility is eligible for net metering, and also provides an 
alternative analysis in Option 1 if net metering credits are offset by a large customer 
charge.  Specifically, large customers in Rhode Island (> 3,000 kW peak demand) 
are served under the utility’s G-62 rate code. The typical G-62 rate customer is 
required to pay a $17,000/month customer charge.  The Option 1 analysis assumes 
that this charge does not apply in circumstances associated with this project.  An 
alternative option explores the impact were this customer charge to apply.   
The third-party ownership model solves for the PPA price necessary to pay EBEC its 
royalty and recover the equity investors required after tax rate of return.   
As a net metering generator, it is not expected that the facility will be able to register 
for and participate in the ISO-NE Forward Capacity Auction (FCA) or collect 
additional revenues from the Forward Capacity Market (FCM).  Due to this 
uncertainty, FCM revenues are not included in this analysis. 
 
8.5.    Forecast of Wholesale Electricity Prices 
In order to estimate future Basic (or Default) Service rates (which are a component 
of net metering credits), one must first develop a forecast of the underlying 
wholesale electricity prices.  An all-hours average of forecasted wholesale electricity 
prices was derived by applying the forecast of delivered natural gas prices to the 
region to an average NEPOOL “market heat rate” – which is the ratio relating 
delivered market natural gas prices to market electricity prices.  While a number of 
factors influence the wholesale market electricity prices in Rhode Island, the 
predominant driver of price trends has been (and is expected to continue to be) the 
price of natural gas, which is the fuel for the marginal (price-setting) generator in ISO 
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New England in the majority (approximately 75%) of hours.  Through 2021, the 
natural gas price was projected using NYMEX Henry Hub1 gas futures, plus an 
assumption of gas transportation costs2 to a New England generator.  From 2022 
onward, the Henry Hub natural gas price forecast from the EIA’s Annual Energy 
Outlook (AEO) 2009 reference case was used, adjusted upward to reflect the 
historical relationship between the AEO forecast and the NYMEX as derived by 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.  It is important to note that we are currently 
in a period of unprecedented volatility in the natural gas futures market.  As such, it 
is important to give serious consideration to the sensitivity analyses provided later in 
this report, and may be prudent to assess the impact of the then-current state of the 
natural gas futures market on the project prior to making a final decision on whether 
to build.  The entire electricity price forecast was subsequently adjusted upward to 
include the projected cost of a carbon allowance under (a) in the first several years, 
the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) as well as additional climate change 
legislation passed in Massachusetts and Connecticut, and greenhouse gas goals 
proposed jointly by the New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premieres, 
and (b) an anticipated Federal carbon cap and trade policy instituted effective in the 
2012-2014 timeframe3 .  Carbon allowances under the applicable cap and trade 
policy will be required by most fossil fuel generators in the region, and the cost of 
such allowances will increase market electricity prices because this cost will be 
added to bid prices in the energy market.   
 
8.6.    Retail Electricity Charges and Net Metering Credits 
The relationship between long-term wholesale energy trends and market-based 
retail delivered electric generation service prices is fairly constant.  The differentials 
between wholesale and retail generally reflect the cost of shaping, ancillary services, 
reserves, RES compliance, FCM obligations and profit margin.  In addition, modest 
timing differences, which depend on the applicable retail supply option, would be 
expected.   
In this analysis, the future value of the generation portion of net metering credits was 
derived by first converting the forecast of wholesale values described in the previous 
section into an index, and then applying that index to Narragansett Electric’s current 
(average of October, 2009-September, 2010) basic/default service rate for 
commercial customers.   Distribution and transmission charges, which are also 
avoided as part of a municipality’s net metering credit, were forecasted using the 
                                            
1 NYMEX is the New York Mercantile Exchange. Henry Hub is a highly liquid trading location in Louisiana.  Most 
natural gas forecasts use the Henry Hub location as the basis for their analysis.  This analysis uses the NYMEX 
futures values from the 7/31/09 trading session. 
2 Based on average actual transportation costs over the 12‐month period ending July 2009. 
3 The carbon allowance value forecasted represents a figure 10% below a mid‐case project developed by 
Synapse Energy Economics (Synapse 2008 CO2 Price Forecasts, Published July 2008) starting in 2013, and a 
transition up to these values in the years prior to 2013.   See: http://www.synapse‐
energy.com/Downloads/SynapsePaper.2008‐07.0.2008‐Carbon‐Paper.A0020.pdf  
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Consumer Price Index – All Urban Consumers from AEO 2010.  The transition 
charge was assumed to phase out over the first five years of the project’s life.  
Demand side management and renewable energy charges are not included in the 
net metering credit.   
 
8.7.    REC Revenues 
The project will also generate RECs eligible for the Rhode Island RES, one for each 
MWh of production.  The RES requirement started in 2007.  The REC revenue 
assumed in this analysis is based on the expectation that the project will sell RECs 
on the open market for the life of the project at a rate of $25/MWh.  Table 8-2 
summarizes the forecasted net metering credits and REC prices in nominal dollars. 
 
Table 8-2  Summary of forecasted net metering credits and renewable energy credit prices  
 
Year Credit for 
Generation from a 
Net Metered 
Generator ($/MWh) 
REC Price Forecast 
($/MWh) 
2012 $104 $25.00 
2013 $109 $25.00 
2014 $112 $25.00 
2015 $116 $25.00 
2016 $122 $25.00 
2017 $127 $25.00 
2018 $133 $25.00 
2019 $139 $25.00 
2020 $145 $25.00 
2021 $152 $25.00 
2022 $160 $25.00 
2023 $165 $25.00 
2024 $169 $25.00 
2025 $176 $25.00 
2026 $185 $25.00 
2027 $194 $25.00 
2028 $206 $25.00 
2029 $218 $25.00 
2030 $232 $25.00 
2031 $248 $25.00 
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8.8.    Economic Results 
 
8.8.1.    Economic Results Summary 
Table 8-3 provides a summary of results for each of the modeled options  
 
Table 8-3  Summary of results for each option 
Option 1  Option 2  Option 3  Option 4  Option 5 
Project Owner  EBEC  EBEC  EBEC  EBEC  Third‐Party
Total Capacity (MW)  20  20  25  25  20 
Hub Height (m)  80  100  80  100  80 
Total Cost ($ mil)  ($53)  ($55)  ($65)  ($68)  ($53) 
Total NPV ($ mil)  $22.9  $32.7  $27.4  $38.7  $2.9 
 
 
8.8.2.    Detailed Results 
This section includes a series of tables demonstrating the pro forma results for (8)  
and (10) turbine projects on both 80 and 100 m towers under the EBEC ownership 
structure outlined above.  Additionally, a fifth option, outlining the project in a third-
party ownership model, is considered. Each of the five options includes a “Return 
Summary” table and a “Revenue, Expenses and Free Cash Flow” table.  Option 1 
also includes three sensitivity analysis tables.   
Option 1 assumptions are summarized below. 
 
Table 8-4  Project Summary: Option 1 assumptions and results 
Total Project Capacity (kW) 20 MW 
Total Project Cost ($; $/kWh) $53.9M ($2,699/kW) 
Net Annual Production (MWh; CF) 41,250 (23.5%) 
Debt to Total Capital (%) 100% 
Debt Tenor (years) 20 years 
Debt Interest Rate (%) 4.5% 
Levelized Net Metering Credit (¢/kWh) 14.9 ¢/kWh 
Levelized REC Price (¢/kWh) 2.5 ¢/kWh 
Net Present Value (@10%) $22.9 M 
 
In the event that the G-62 customer charge of $17,000 per month applies to this 
project and is netted against the net metering credits, Option 1 NPV would be 
reduced from $22.9 million to $19.5 million, and the project would experience one 
year of negative cash flow rather than being cash flow positive from year 1.  
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8.8.2.1 Option 1: 20 MW project, 80m hub 
 
 
Table 8-5 below summarizes the project’s pro forma revenues, expenses and cash 
flow. 
 
 
Table 8-5  Revenues, expenses and cash flow for Option 1 
 
Project 
Year 
NM Credit Revenue Op. Ex.* Debt 
Service 
Annual CF Cum. CF 
 ($/MWh) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) 
0           
1 $128.98 $5,330 ($1,018) ($4,139) $173  $173  
2 $133.52 $5,517 ($857) ($4,139) $521  $694  
3 $137.11 $5,665 ($1,214) ($4,139) $312  $1,006  
4 $140.76 $5,815 ($1,171) ($4,139) $505  $1,511  
5 $146.52 $6,051 ($1,194) ($4,139) $718  $2,229  
6 $152.05 $6,279 ($1,226) ($4,139) $914  $3,143  
7 $157.91 $6,519 ($1,257) ($4,139) $1,124  $4,267  
8 $164.35 $6,784 ($1,289) ($4,139) $1,356  $5,623  
9 $170.47 $7,035 ($1,322) ($4,139) $1,575  $7,198  
10 $176.51 $7,283 ($1,355) ($4,139) $1,789  $8,987  
11 $184.56 $7,614 ($1,390) ($4,139) $2,085  $11,072  
12 $190.00 $7,838 ($1,426) ($4,139) $2,272  $13,345  
13 $194.28 $8,014 ($1,463) ($4,139) $2,412  $15,756  
14 $201.10 $8,294 ($1,501) ($4,139) $2,653  $18,410  
15 $209.99 $8,659 ($1,541) ($4,139) $2,979  $21,389  
16 $219.01 $9,029 ($1,581) ($4,139) $3,310  $24,698  
17 $230.67 $9,508 ($1,623) ($4,139) $3,747  $28,445  
18 $243.14 $10,020 ($1,666) ($4,139) $4,216  $32,661  
19 $256.98 $10,589 ($1,710) ($4,139) $4,740  $37,401  
20 $273.08 $11,250 ($1,756) ($4,139) $5,355  $42,756  
21   $2,506  $2,506 $45,262 
* Including land lease and adjustments to reserve accounts. 
 
The positive value in the “Op. Ex.” column for year 21 denotes the return of excess 
reserve accounts to the project owner. 
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8.8.2.2 Option 1 Sensitivity Analysis 
The following five tables demonstrate the sensitivity of the project’s NPV with 
variations in expected production (capacity factor), project costs, interest rate, and 
power value: 
 
Table 8-6  Sensitivity Table #1: Sensitivity of NPV to variations in net capacity factor 
 
  Net  Capacity Factor  Min NPV 
Option 1 23.5%  $ 22,914,003  
  21.0% $13,301,813  
  21.5% $15,224,251  
  22.0% $17,146,689  
  22.5% $19,069,127  
  23.0% $20,991,565  
  23.5% $22,914,003  
  24.0% $24,836,440  
  24.5% $26,758,878  
  25.0% $28,681,316  
  25.5% $30,603,754  
  26.0% $32,526,192  
 
 
 
Table 8-7  Sensitivity Table #2: Sensitivity of NPV to variations in total project cost 
 
 
 % Change Project   
 Project cost Cost NPV 
Option 1   $53,974,337  $22,914,003  
  -10% $48,576,903  $28,260,364  
  -8% $49,656,390  $27,164,534  
  -6% $50,735,877  $26,098,990  
  -4% $51,815,364  $25,037,327  
  -2% $52,894,850  $23,975,665  
  0% $53,974,337  $22,914,002  
  2% $55,053,824  $21,852,340  
  4% $56,133,310  $20,790,677  
  6% $57,212,797  $19,729,015  
  8% $58,292,284  $18,667,352  
  10% $59,371,771  $17,605,690  
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Table 8-8  Sensitivity Table #3: Sensitivity of NPV to variations in interest rate 
 
 Interest Rate NPV 
Option 1 4.50% $22,914,003  
 2.00% $33,666,331  
 2.50% $31,638,140  
 3.00% $29,548,427  
 3.50% $27,397,531  
 4.00% $25,185,885  
 4.50% $22,914,003  
 5.00% $20,582,477  
 5.50% $18,191,978  
 6.00% $15,743,242  
 6.50% $13,237,070  
 7.00% $10,674,319  
 
 
 
 
Table 8-9  Sensitivity Table #4: Sensitivity of NPV to variations in value of electricity 
 
 Deviation from 
Power Forecast 
NPV 
Option 1 0% $22,914,003  
 -25% $3,562,528  
 -20% $7,432,823  
 -15% $11,303,118  
 -10% $15,173,413  
 -5% $19,043,708  
 0% $22,914,003  
 5% $26,784,298  
 10% $30,654,593  
 15% $34,524,888  
 20% $38,395,183  
 25% $42,265,478  
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The cost of the lease payment negotiated with Tiverton also has a material impact 
on the project’s economics.  Table 8-10 below demonstrates the changes in the 
project’s expected NPV (in Option 1) by varying the per unit lease payment paid by 
EBEC to Tiverton.    
 
 
Table 8-10  Sensitivity Table #5: Sensitivity of NPV to variations in lease payments 
 
  
  Lease Payment ($/MW/Year) NPV 
Option 1  $              5,000  $22,914,003  
   $              2,500  $23,548,306  
   $              3,000  $23,421,446  
   $              3,500  $23,294,585  
   $              4,000  $23,167,724  
   $              4,500  $23,040,863  
   $              5,000  $22,914,003  
   $              5,500  $22,787,142  
   $              6,000  $22,660,281  
   $              6,500  $22,533,420  
   $              7,000  $22,406,560  
   $              7,500  $22,279,699  
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8.8.2.3 Option 2: 20 MW project, 100 m hub 
Table 8-11 below summarizes the project’s pro forma revenues, expenses and cash 
flow. 
 
Table 8-11  Revenues, expenses and cash flow for Option 2 
Project Mkt Value Revenue Op. Ex.* 
Debt 
Service Annual CF Cum. CF 
Year ($/MWh) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) 
0             
1 $128.98 $6,007 ($1,029) ($4,267) $711  $711  
2 $133.52 $6,217 ($863) ($4,267) $1,087  $1,799  
3 $137.11 $6,384 ($1,220) ($4,267) $897  $2,696  
4 $140.76 $6,553 ($1,178) ($4,267) $1,109  $3,805  
5 $146.52 $6,820 ($1,201) ($4,267) $1,352  $5,157  
6 $152.05 $7,076 ($1,233) ($4,267) $1,577  $6,734  
7 $157.91 $7,348 ($1,264) ($4,267) $1,817  $8,551  
8 $164.35 $7,646 ($1,296) ($4,267) $2,083  $10,635  
9 $170.47 $7,930 ($1,329) ($4,267) $2,334  $12,968  
10 $176.51 $8,210 ($1,363) ($4,267) $2,579  $15,548  
11 $184.56 $8,583 ($1,399) ($4,267) $2,917  $18,465  
12 $190.00 $8,834 ($1,435) ($4,267) $3,133  $21,598  
13 $194.28 $9,033 ($1,472) ($4,267) $3,294  $24,892  
14 $201.10 $9,349 ($1,510) ($4,267) $3,572  $28,464  
15 $209.99 $9,760 ($1,550) ($4,267) $3,944  $32,408  
16 $219.01 $10,178 ($1,591) ($4,267) $4,321  $36,729  
17 $230.67 $10,719 ($1,632) ($4,267) $4,819  $41,549  
18 $243.14 $11,296 ($1,676) ($4,267) $5,353  $46,902  
19 $256.98 $11,937 ($1,720) ($4,267) $5,950  $52,852  
20 $273.08 $12,682 ($1,766) ($4,267) $6,649  $59,501  
21     $2,572    $2,572  $62,073  
* Including land lease and adjustments to reserve accounts. 
 
The positive value in the “Op. Ex.” column for year 21 denotes the return of excess 
reserve accounts to the project owner. 
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8.8.2.4 Option 3: 25 MW project, 80 m hub 
Table 8-12 below summarizes the project’s pro forma revenues, expenses and cash 
flow. 
Table 8-12  Revenues, expenses and cash flow for Option 3 
Project Mkt Value Revenue Op. Ex.* 
Debt 
Service Annual CF Cum. CF 
Year ($/MWh) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) 
0             
1 $128.98 $6,492 ($1,259) ($5,049) $185  $185  
2 $133.52 $6,720 ($1,063) ($5,049) $609  $793  
3 $137.11 $6,900 ($1,509) ($5,049) $343  $1,136  
4 $140.76 $7,083 ($1,455) ($5,049) $580  $1,716  
5 $146.52 $7,371 ($1,484) ($5,049) $839  $2,555  
6 $152.05 $7,648 ($1,523) ($5,049) $1,076  $3,631  
7 $157.91 $7,941 ($1,562) ($5,049) $1,331  $4,962  
8 $164.35 $8,263 ($1,601) ($5,049) $1,614  $6,576  
9 $170.47 $8,570 ($1,642) ($5,049) $1,879  $8,455  
10 $176.51 $8,872 ($1,684) ($5,049) $2,139  $10,594  
11 $184.56 $9,275 ($1,727) ($5,049) $2,499  $13,093  
12 $190.00 $9,547 ($1,772) ($5,049) $2,726  $15,819  
13 $194.28 $9,761 ($1,818) ($5,049) $2,895  $18,714  
14 $201.10 $10,103 ($1,865) ($5,049) $3,189  $21,903  
15 $209.99 $10,547 ($1,914) ($5,049) $3,585  $25,488  
16 $219.01 $10,999 ($1,964) ($5,049) $3,986  $29,474  
17 $230.67 $11,582 ($2,016) ($5,049) $4,518  $33,991  
18 $243.14 $12,206 ($2,069) ($5,049) $5,088  $39,079  
19 $256.98 $12,898 ($2,124) ($5,049) $5,725  $44,804  
20 $273.08 $13,703 ($2,181) ($5,049) $6,474  $51,278  
21     $3,066    $3,066  $54,344  
* Including land lease and adjustments to reserve accounts. 
 
The positive value in the “Op. Ex.” column for year 21 denotes the return of excess 
reserve accounts to the project owner. 
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8.8.2.5 Option 4: 25 MW project, 100 m hub 
Table 8-13 below summarizes the project’s pro forma revenues, expenses and cash 
flow. 
Table 8-13  Revenues, expenses and cash flow for Option 4 
Project Mkt Value Revenue Op. Ex.* 
Debt 
Service Annual CF Cum. CF 
Year ($/MWh) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) 
0             
1 $128.98 $7,282 ($1,273) ($5,210) $799  $799  
2 $133.52 $7,537 ($1,071) ($5,210) $1,256  $2,056  
3 $137.11 $7,740 ($1,518) ($5,210) $1,013  $3,068  
4 $140.76 $7,945 ($1,464) ($5,210) $1,271  $4,339  
5 $146.52 $8,268 ($1,493) ($5,210) $1,565  $5,905  
6 $152.05 $8,579 ($1,533) ($5,210) $1,837  $7,741  
7 $157.91 $8,908 ($1,572) ($5,210) $2,127  $9,869  
8 $164.35 $9,270 ($1,611) ($5,210) $2,449  $12,317  
9 $170.47 $9,613 ($1,653) ($5,210) $2,751  $15,068  
10 $176.51 $9,953 ($1,695) ($5,210) $3,048  $18,116  
11 $184.56 $10,405 ($1,738) ($5,210) $3,457  $21,573  
12 $190.00 $10,710 ($1,783) ($5,210) $3,717  $25,290  
13 $194.28 $10,951 ($1,830) ($5,210) $3,911  $29,202  
14 $201.10 $11,334 ($1,877) ($5,210) $4,247  $33,448  
15 $209.99 $11,833 ($1,926) ($5,210) $4,697  $38,145  
16 $219.01 $12,339 ($1,977) ($5,210) $5,153  $43,298  
17 $230.67 $12,994 ($2,029) ($5,210) $5,755  $49,053  
18 $243.14 $13,694 ($2,083) ($5,210) $6,401  $55,454  
19 $256.98 $14,471 ($2,138) ($5,210) $7,123  $62,577  
20 $273.08 $15,375 ($2,195) ($5,210) $7,970  $70,547  
21     $3,150    $3,150  $73,697  
* Including land lease and adjustments to reserve accounts. 
 
The positive value in the “Op. Ex.” column for year 21 denotes the return of excess 
reserve accounts to the project owner. 
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8.8.2.6 Option 5: Third-Party Ownership, 20 MW project 80 m hub 
In order to evaluate the third-party ownership development model, there are a few 
key indicators that must be considered. Unlike the EBEC-owned options in which the 
model provides a cash-flow analysis for the project’s life, the approach to 
understanding a third-party project is to back into the required, all-in value of power 
needed for a developer to pursue the project. In this option, the “all-in” value would 
include both the power and the RECs. The analysis assumes that a developer will 
need a 15% IRR, and is willing to pay both a land lease of $5,000/MW (which goes 
directly to the host town, Tiverton in this case) and a royalty of 4% of the project’s 
gross revenue to EBEC.  
The model calculates that in order for all of the conditions highlighted above to be 
met, a third-party developer would need an all-in power purchase agreement with a 
year one price of approximately $119/MWh, escalating at 2.5% per year for 20 
years. The levelized value of that PPA is approximately $136/MWh. For comparison 
purposes, the levelized value of power in the EBEC-owned development model is 
approximately $174/MWh. A third-party owner can pursue a lower PPA rate and still 
make the project viable because of its ability to take advantage of available tax 
incentives.  
Table 8-14 below provides a feasibility-level estimate of how the annual economics 
may appear to a third-party owner, assuming a $119/MWh PPA is obtained: 
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Table 8-14  Revenues, expenses and cash flow for Option 5 
Project Revenue Op. Ex.* 
Debt 
Service Royalties Taxes 
Equity 
Contrib. Annual CF Cum. CF 
Year ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) ($k) 
0           ($16,294) ($16,294) ($16,294) 
1 $4,877 ($793) ($2,605) ($244) $3,173  $0  $4,409  ($11,885) 
2 $4,999 ($874) ($2,684) ($250) $4,996  $0  $6,187  ($5,699) 
3 $5,124 ($1,133) ($2,569) ($256) $2,716  $0  $3,882  ($1,817) 
4 $5,252 ($1,181) ($2,638) ($263) $1,257  $0  $2,427  $610  
5 $5,383 ($1,205) ($2,707) ($269) $1,186  $0  $2,387  $2,998  
6 $5,518 ($1,235) ($2,775) ($276) $67  $0  $1,299  $4,296  
7 $5,656 ($1,266) ($2,844) ($283) ($1,058) $0  $205  $4,501  
8 $5,797 ($1,298) ($2,915) ($290) ($1,143) $0  $151  $4,652  
9 $5,942 ($1,331) ($2,987) ($297) ($1,235) $0  $92  $4,744  
10 $6,091 ($1,365) ($3,062) ($305) ($1,334) $0  $26  $4,769  
11 $6,243 ($1,400) ($3,137) ($312) ($1,440) $0  ($47) $4,722  
12 $6,399 ($1,436) ($3,215) ($320) ($1,555) $0  ($127) $4,595  
13 $6,559 ($1,474) ($3,295) ($328) ($1,679) $0  ($216) $4,379  
14 $6,723 ($1,512) ($3,376) ($336) ($1,812) $0  ($313) $4,067  
15 $6,891 ($1,551) ($3,459) ($345) ($1,955) $0  ($419) $3,648  
16 $7,063 $160  ($0) ($353) ($2,085) $0  $4,786  $8,433  
17 $7,240 ($1,617) ($0) ($362) ($2,139) $0  $3,121  $11,555  
18 $7,421 ($1,660) ($0) ($371) ($2,192) $0  $3,198  $14,752  
19 $7,607 ($1,704) ($0) ($380) ($2,246) $0  $3,276  $18,028  
20 $7,797 ($1,750) ($0) ($390) ($2,301) $0  $3,356  $21,384  
21   $536  $536  $21,919  
  * Including land lease and adjustments to reserve accounts.       
 
 
8.8.2.7 Economics Discussion 
The purpose of this Economic Feasibility Analysis was to assist EBEC in its 
evaluation of the development and ownership options for the installation of up to ten 
turbines in Tiverton, Rhode Island.  The public and private ownership options have 
different risk and reward profiles, which EBEC must carefully consider to determine 
which project configuration best meets its objectives. 
Table 8-15 below compares the annual and cumulative cash flows under three 
options: (1) private ownership with a 4% royalty, (2) private ownership with a 5% 
royalty, and (3) public (EBEC) ownership under Option 1. The cumulative benefits of 
EBEC ownership are substantially greater than the royalty obtained from a private 
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owner.  However, third-party ownership would significantly reduce EBEC’s exposure 
to development and performance risk. 
 
Table 8-15  Comparison of cash flow from royalties and cash flows from EBEC 
ownership (Option 1) 
 
Project 
Private Ownership 
4% Royalty 
Private Ownership 
5% Royalty 
EBEC Ownership 
Option 1 
Year 
Annual 
CF ($k) Cum. CF ($k) 
Annual 
CF 
($k) Cum. CF ($k) 
Annual 
CF ($k) Cum. CF ($k) 
1 $193  $193  $242 $242  $173  $173  
2 $198  $392  $248  $490  $521  $694  
3 $203  $596  $254  $745  $312  $1,006  
4 $208  $805  $261  $1,000  $505  $1,511  
5 $214  $1,019  $267  $1,274  $718  $2,229  
6 $219  $1,238  $274  $1,548  $914  $3,143  
7 $224  $1,463  $281  $1,829  $1,124  $4,267  
8 $230  $1,694  $288  $2,117  $1,356  $5,623  
9 $236  $1,930  $295  $2,413  $1,575  $7,198  
10 $242  $2,172  $302  $2,716  $1,789  $8,987  
11 $248  $2,421  $310  $3,026  $2,085  $11,072  
12 $254  $2,675  $318  $3,344  $2,272  $13,345  
13 $260  $2,936  $326  $3,670  $2,412  $15,756  
14 $267  $3,203  $334  $4,004  $2,653  $18,410  
15 $274  $3,477  $342  $4,347  $2,979  $21,389  
16 $280  $3,758  $351  $4,698  $3,310  $24,698  
17 $287  $4,046  $359  $5,058  $3,747  $28,445  
18 $295  $4,341  $368  $5,427  $4,216  $32,661  
19 $302  $4,644  $378  $5,805  $4,740  $37,401  
20 $310  $4,954  $387  $6,192  $5,355  $42,756  
    
 
Overall, the five modeled options are summarized in the following table. 
 
Table 8-16  Overall summary of results 
Option 1  Option 2  Option 3  Option 4  Option 5 
Project Owner  EBEC  EBEC  EBEC  EBEC  Third‐Party
Total Capacity (MW)  20  20  25  25  20 
Hub Height (m)  80  100  80  100  80 
Total Cost ($ mil)  ($53)  ($55)  ($65)  ($68)  ($53) 
Total NPV ($ mil)  $22.9  $32.7  $27.4  $38.7  $2.9 
 
 
The following charts compare the project’s total revenue (blue line) to its total 
expenses (stacked red + green bars) for the four EBEC owned project 
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configurations. In no year in any of the four options is the project’s revenue less than 
the sum of the project’s expenses and debt service. 
 
 
 
Figure 8-1 Illustration of revenue vs. expenses for Option 1: 20 MW project 80 m hub 
 
 
 
Figure 8-2 Illustration of revenue vs. expenses for Option 2: 20 MW project 100 m hub 
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Figure 8-3 Illustration of revenue vs. expenses for Option 3: 25 MW project 80 m hub 
 
 
Figure 8-4 Illustration of revenue vs. expenses for Option 4: 25 MW project 100 m hub 
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The economic viability of all options in this feasibility analysis relies heavily on the 
project’s eligibility to take advantage of net metering, the wind resource meeting or 
exceeding its expected long-term average value, and ultimate project cost and 
operating expenses which are less than or equal to the values assumed in this 
analysis.  The current low pricing in natural gas futures – which are near their lowest 
point in the last three years – may provide some upside opportunity to EBEC should 
energy prices (and associated net metering credits) increase significantly over time.  
EBEC should review the sensitivity analyses provided in this report, and all reports 
that comprise this feasibility analysis, and rely on its own risk preferences in 
determining whether to proceed with a wind turbine project in Tiverton.   
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9. Conclusions 
 
ASA has completed Phase II of a study evaluating the feasibility of developing a 
wind energy project for the nine communities that comprise the EBEC. The Phase I 
Siting Study evaluated all of the municipally owned lots within the nine communities, 
for the suitability of siting one or more wind turbine generators (WTGs). This was 
carried out through a screening process described in detail in the Phase I report 
(ASA, 2010).  The result of the Phase I study was the identification of a municipally 
owned area large enough to site multiple WTGs with the goal of reaching 30 MW 
installed capacity, equivalent to the remaining cumulative net metereing allowance 
available to the nine EBEC municipalities under present RI General Laws.  
This study evaluated project size, available area, zoning, abutters, setbacks, 
sensitive environmental resources, and spacing requirements for WTGs in order to 
develop potential project configuration options.  Four different potential EBEC 
developed configurations were developed; two different WTG siting configurations 
using two different WTG hub heights.  The four configurations developed are: 
 
1- (8) 2.5 MW wind turbines at an 80 m hub height; total installed capacity 20 MW 
2- (8) 2.5 MW wind turbines at a 100 m hub height; total installed capacity 20 MW 
3 - (10) 2.5 MW wind turbines at an 80 m hub height; total installed capacity 25 MW 
4 - (10) 2.5 MW wind turbines at a 100 m hub height; total installed capacity 25 MW 
 
Following the development of the configurations to be evaluated, a detailed wind 
resource study was performed and power production estimates were made.  Further 
analysis included electrical interconnection feasibility, permitting considerations and 
proposed configuration project cost estimates.  Project ownership structures and 
financing considerations were evaluated and ultimately an economic analysis was 
performed on the different configurations, four with EBEC acting as the owner and 
one a third party owner.  Sensitivity of the economic analysis to various parameters 
was also performed.   
 
The major conclusions that can be drawn from the study are as follows: 
Project Definition and Siting 
 The nine municipalities that comprise the consortium are able to net-meter up 
to 31.5 MW of nameplate capacity WTGs (9 x 3.5 MW). For the EBEC 
project, the 1.5 MW WTG in Portsmouth is removed from the total leaving 30 
MW maximum allowable net meter installation capacity. 
 While the combined Tiverton Industrial Park and Fire District parcels are 
large, containing almost 500 acres, it was determined that due to siting 
considerations the site could hold a maximum project size of 25 MW 
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 WTG siting is driven by lot size, necessary spacing between WTGs, and 
assumed physical fall zone setbacks 
 The municipal lots are not entirely contiguous. Several privately owned lots 
separate the municipal lots, which must be taken into consideration for final 
project siting and engineering efforts 
 The presence of wetlands on site could also impact project siting and will 
need to be addressed in detail as part of the permitting process; this will need 
to include a delineation of the wetlands on site by a qualified specialist 
Wind resource and energy production 
 In the absence of on-site wind data, a combination of AWS Truewinds model 
predicted average annual wind speeds and the long term record of wind 
speed and direction observations at the New Bedford Airport (located ~ 11 
miles northeast of the site) was used to estimate the wind resource at the site 
 The average annual wind speed varied from 6.2 m/s to 6.5 m/s at 80 m 
elevation and from 6.5 m/s to 6.9 m/s at 100 m elevation at the Tiverton site. 
 WTG selection was driven by turbine availability and performance 
characteristics; the chosen model for evaluations was the utility scale 2.5 MW 
WTG. Technical and economic data was obtained from several WTG 
manufacturers including Nordex and Clipper 
 Based on the site wind resource, installed capacity and Nordex power curve, 
the estimated net power production is 41 MM MWh for the 20 MW 80 m hub 
configuration, 50 MM MWh for the 20 MW 100 m hub configuration, 46 MM 
MWh for the 25 MW 80 m hub configuration and 56 MM MWh for the 25 MW 
100 m hub configuration 
 The net capacity factor of the four projects ranged between 23% - 26% 
Electrical Interconnect  
 The project site is conveniently located close to an existing National Grid 
115kV substation that feeds both Tiverton and Little Compton. Because of the 
relatively large size of the project, a new 115kV - 34.5kV substation will be 
required. The project will also require a dedicated 34.5kV feeder from the 
project site to the new substation 
 Interconnection will require the right to develop land adjacent to the existing 
transmission corridor, through acquisition or an easement 
 The new feeder and interconnect substation is expected to cost 
approximately $5 M.  This cost excludes the onsite electrical collection 
system.  All electrical system costs are included in the project cost estimates 
described in Section 6.  
 Upon receipt of a completed application and the associated fees, ISO NE and 
the 115 kV transmission circuit owner, National Grid, will prepare a scope and 
cost estimates for feasibility and system impact studies to assess the impact 
of the Project on the electrical transmission system.  The results of these 
studies may indicate transmission system upgrades and modifications to the 
electrical interconnection plans presented in this report. 
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Environmental and Permitting 
 It is understood that the Town of Tiverton is developing a wind energy 
ordinance that will specify the guidelines for developing a project through a 
special use permit; it is assumed that the guidelines will be similar to other 
towns that have existing wind energy ordinances 
 The project configurations were laid out so that the WTGs were sited a 
minimum distance equivalent to the overalls structure height from the parcel 
boundaries in all instances with the exception of the northeast site of which 
the fall zone may overlap on either Stafford Pond or a private right of way; this 
may not be allowed depending on the final ordinance, however it is 
reasonable to expect that it could be allowed with an easement or variance 
 The project parcels are mostly zoned industrial and commercial, with the 
exception of one of the Stonebridge Fire District parcels which is zoned 
residential; this may be an issue depending on the final ordinance, some 
towns have more stringent siting guidelines in residential zones.  This parcel 
does abut all industrial and commercial zones however and could potentially 
be rezoned.   
 The project site does abut some residential zoned areas; sensitivity to these 
residences must be considered as the project moves forward 
 There are wetlands on site; however the extent needs to be delineated by a 
specialist.  Given the extent of known wetlands and the physical aspects of 
the project it is reasonable to expect wetlands permits will be granted.   
 There are no known natural heritage areas onsite; while these would not 
prohibit a project they often require further studies and could limit the project 
development 
 The proposed projects will include some development within the Watershed 
Overlay District; this does not preclude the project from moving forward, 
however additional studies will need to be performed to assess the impact to 
the water supply at Stafford Pond.   
 An analytical noise assessment of the project was performed using WindFarm 
software which found that all of the projects comply with the existing Tiverton 
noise ordinance where resulting noise levels less than 55 dB at parcel 
boundaries that abut residential zoned parcels and less than 75dB at parcel 
boundaries that abut the commercial/industrial zoned parcels. 
 Literature research indicates that 30hrs per year is an acceptable maximum 
shadow flicker impact; however there are no environmental regulations 
governing shadow flicker. A shadow flicker analysis of the project shows that 
while the theoretical maximum shadow based on 100% turbine operation and 
no cloud cover would impact a large area with shadow, when actual regional 
climate conditions are taken into account the 30hrs/year area remains 
primarily within the site property boundaries with some exceptions 
 A preliminary analysis of the potential for the WTG towers to cause a hazard 
to air navigation or interfere with radar systems indicated that there are no 
serious issues for the project 
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Project Economics 
 The feasibility study-level, estimated total project costs ranged between $50M 
and $63M for an installed cost per kW between $2,400 and $2,500 / kW 
excluding financing costs. 
 The economic analysis evaluate four EBEC owned and operated projects and 
one 3rd party owned and operated project. The estimated net benefit to EBEC 
ranged from an NPV of $23M to $39M for the EBEC owned projects and $3M 
for the 3rd party owned project 
 The EBEC owned projects yield a significantly better return than the 3rd party 
project. In addition, the larger 25 MW project outperforms the 20 MW project 
and increasing the hub height from 80 m to 100 m also increases the 
economic benefit. 
 The economic viability of all options in this feasibility analysis relies heavily on 
the project’s eligibility to take advantage of net metering, the wind resource 
meeting or exceeding its expected long-term average value, and ultimate 
project cost and operating expenses which are less than or equal to the 
values assumed in this analysis.  The current low pricing in natural gas 
futures – which are near their lowest point in the last ten years – may provide 
some upside opportunity to EBEC should energy prices (and associated net 
metering credits) increase significantly over time.  EBEC should review the 
sensitivity analyses provided in this report, and all reports that comprise this 
feasibility analysis, and rely on its own risk preferences in determining 
whether to proceed with a wind turbine project in Tiverton. 
 
Other considerations and recommendations: 
Met Data  
 It is strongly recommended that on site wind resource data be taken before 
progressing with a project of this size. Is addition, financial institutions will 
require on-site data before risking in an investment of this site 
Net-Metering 
 At present the net-metering legislation indicates that the EBEC project can be 
considered a net-metered project, however, preliminary response from 
National Grid indicated that the company may oppose that position 
 It is not yet clear whether the project will be interconnected to the electrical 
grid as individual turbines or the multi-turbine project. Both cases have 
benefits and drawbacks. The preferred technical option is to interconnect via 
a single transmission line 
 National Grid may require that the project pay a monthly “Customer Charge”, 
that varies depending on the interconnect service line. Based on the currently 
published rate tariffs, for lines servicing 3000 kW or less, the charge is 
$750/month per line, which for the EBEC project means a maximum of 10 x 
$750 = $7,500 / month (WTGs connected/metered individually). For service 
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lines 3000kW and greater, the charge is $17,000 / month (project 
connected/metered at one point).  Along the same lines, the lower capacity 
transmission (< 3000kW) qualifies for a G32 rate which generally has a 
greater cost (and therefore value) of energy than the larger capacity 
(>3000kW) customers.    
 The present legislation allows for net-metering of renewable energy projects 
up to a cap of 2% of the state’s peak load which equates to approximately 20 
MW. Of that, at least 1.5 MW has already been accounted for through the net-
metering of the Portsmouth WTG, leaving 18.5 MW – less than the proposed 
project installation size 
 National Grid in RI has issued a Request for Proposals for Long Term 
Contracts for Renewable Energy Projects as Round 2 of a four round process 
to develop a total of 90 MW of renewable energy resource. EBEC should 
consider this as a possible alternative to net-metering 
 Massachusetts utilities have also opened up their RFPs for Long Term 
Contracts for renewable energy to out of state producers 
 
 
EBEC should take into account that owning and operating a WTG facility is a 
complicated operation and there are significant risks in developing any project of this 
magnitude. Securing the necessary funding in a timely manner can be particularly 
challenging for municipal groups. At the same time, the potential benefits of this 
project are significant and offer the participating municipalities a unique opportunity 
to generate funds for their communities in a progressive and environmentally 
conscious manner.  
 
EBEC 10-060  
Final Report, Oct 2010 
 
1  
Applied Science Associates 
 
Appendix A: Photo Visualizations of the project options 
 
Figure A1 Photosimulation of Option 2 (20 MW – 100m hub) from V1 
 
Figure A2 Photosimulation of Option 2 (20 MW – 100m hub) from V2 
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Figure A3 Photosimulation of Option 2 (20 MW – 100m hub) from V3 
 
Figure A4 Photosimulation of Option 2 (20 MW – 100m hub) from V4 
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Figure A5 Photosimulation of Option 3 (25 MW – 80m hub) from V1 
 
Figure A6 Photosimulation of Option 3 (25 MW – 80m hub) from V2 
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Figure A7 Photosimulation of Option 3 (25 MW – 80m hub) from V3 
 
Figure A8 Photosimulation of Option 3 (25 MW – 80m hub) from V4 
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Figure A9 Photosimulation of Option 4 (25 MW – 100m hub) from V1 
 
Figure A10 Photosimulation of Option 4 (25 MW – 100m hub) from V2 
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Figure A11 Photosimulation of Option 4 (25 MW – 100m hub) from V3 
 
Figure A12 Photosimulation of Option 4 (25 MW – 100m hub) from V4
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Appendix B: Summary of Potentially Available Renewable Energy Incentives 
 
The following tables summarize those financial incentives potentially available to the EBEC project – depending on the 
ultimate ownership and financing structure. 
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Appendix C: Glossary of Common Acronyms and Terms Used in the Report 
 
ARRA: American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
ASA:  Applied Science Associates, Inc 
CF: Capacity Factor - A measure of the productivity of a wind turbine, 
calculated by the amount of power that a wind turbine produces over a set 
time period, divided by the amount of power that would have been 
produced if the turbine had been running at full capacity during that same 
time interval. Most wind turbines operate at a capacity factor of 25% to 
40%. 
dB(A) The human ear is more sensitive to sound in the frequency range 1 kHz to 
4 kHz than to sound at very low or high frequencies. Therefore, sound 
meters are normally fitted with filters adapting the measured sound 
response to the human ear. 
Decibel (dB)  Decibel is a unit of measurement that is used to indicate the relative 
amplitude of a sound or the ratio of the signal level such as sound 
pressure. Sound levels in decibels are calculated on a logarithmic scale. 
DOD  Department of Defense 
EBEC  East Bay Energy Consortium 
EWB  New Bedford Airport 
FAA  Federal Aviation Administration 
Grid Also termed transmission system, the network of power lines and 
associated equipment required to deliver electricity from generators to 
consumers. 
Hub the central part of the wind turbine, which supports the turbine blades on 
the outside and connects to the low-speed rotor shaft inside the nacelle. 
ISO NE Independent System Operator of New England. The entity designated as 
the Regional Transmission Organization for New England. 
kV(kilovolt)  A kilovolt is equal to one thousand volts. This unit of measurement is most 
commonly used when describing transmission and distribution lines. 
kWh (kilowatt-hour), MWh (megawatt-hour) Units of energy that measure the 
amount of power produced or used over a 1-hour time interval. A 100-watt 
light bulb operating for 10 hours would use 1 kWh of energy (100 watts × 
10 hr = 1000 Wh = 1 kWh). 
Nacelle  The structure at the top of the wind turbine tower just behind (or, in some 
cases, in front of) the wind turbine blades that houses the key components 
of the wind turbine, including the rotor shaft, gearbox, and generator. 
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Net metering  The process of measuring the difference between electricity 
delivered by an electrical distribution company and electricity generated by 
a wind energy facility, and fed back to the distribution company. 
NPV Net Present Value - In finance, the net present value of a time series of 
cash flows, both incoming and outgoing, is defined as the sum of the 
present values of the individual cash flows. NPV is a standard method for 
using the time value of money to appraise long-term projects. Used for 
capital budgeting, and widely throughout economics, finance, and 
accounting, it measures the excess or shortfall of cash flows, in present 
value terms, once financing charges are met.  
O&M  Operations and Maintenance 
PILOT  Payment in Liu of Taxes 
RIDEM Rhode Island department of Environmental Management 
Rotor Comprises the spinning parts of a wind turbine, including the turbine 
blades and the hub. 
Tower The base structure that supports and elevates a wind turbine rotor and 
nacelle, typically constructed using tubular steel. 
Transmission system Also termed grid, the network of power lines and associated 
equipment required to deliver electricity from electrical generators to 
consumers. 
WTG  Wind Turbine Generator 
W (watt), kW (kilowatt), MW (megawatt) The base unit of power, a watt, is a measure of 
the rate at which work is being done (746 W = 1 horsepower). A kilowatt 
and megawatt are common terms used to describe the amount of power 
that can be generated by a wind turbine. 
1 kW = 1000 W 
1 MW = 1000 kW = 1,000,000 W 
 
` 
 
Glossary Sources Include: 
http://www.wind-energy-the-facts.org/en/glossary.html 
http://www.undeerc.org/wind/literature/Wind_Glossary.PDF 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki 
 
